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Tag pusuic have hardly recovered from their asto- 
nishment at the charges brought against two learned 
Queen’s Counsel, ending in the disbarment of the one 
and the not very satisfactory acquittal of the other, 
when a third indictment is about to be presented against 
if not an eminent, certainly a well-known, barrister. 
The public have begun to inquire whether the boasted 
honour of the Bar is a reality or a fiction—whether 
their rules of etiquette are as unsubstantial as a new 
fashion in dress, and whether there is any real security 

inst, or punishment for, the malpractices of a bar- 
rister. Of the two great bodies into which the profes- 
sion is divided, the solicitors are much the more nume- 
rous, and their professional conduct is vigilantly 
watched by a select body of the more eminent solicitors 
(the Incorporated Law Society). All serious mal- 
practices discovered are put down by the effectual 
remedy of striking the delinquent ‘off the rolls,” 
thereby effectually preventing him from pursuing his 
injurious career. It is rightly felt that the interest of 
the great body of solicitors is not to allow the name to 
be tainted by an unworthy associate, and the interest of 
the solicitors and the public is one and the same, both 
in detecting the wrong and applying the remedy. We 
should be sorry to think that there is no effectual 
remedy against a delinquent member of the Bar, but 
there is no reason to suppose this to be the case. The 
power of the Benchers may require to be regulated or 
more clearly defined, but it Bes hitherto proved sufficient. 
Mr. Edwin James’ position, as a Queen’s Counsel in 
great practice and a member of Parliament for an im- 
portant constituency, was found to be no shield against 
the sentence of the Benchers. Here, indeed, the conduct 
of the offender was flagrant, and not merely unprofes- 
sional. There was no real defence, and, accordingly, 
Mr. James was disbarred. It is well known that another 
gentleman, Mr. Claydon, has been recently disbarred, 
although upon what ground we are unable to say, ex- 
cept that Mr. Claydon himself alleges his only offence 
to have been the acceptance of briefs in county courts 
without the intervention of solicitors. Itis thusclear that, 
in a proved case of grave misconduct or of deliberate vio- 
lation of the professional rules of etiquette, the Benchers 
have both the power and the will to punish the offender. 
The sentence of disbarring is so serious a punishment 
that it cannot be matter of surprise if the Benchers 
lean strongly to the acquittal of an accused. This 
feeling, perhaps, contributed to the unsatisfactory 
result of their deliberations in the case of Mr. Seymour, 
which we cannot help thinking unjust to that gentleman 
or to the public. The issue was simply whether Mr. Sey- 
mour, in his professional character, had been guilty of 
acts which rendered him unfit to continue a member of 
the Bar? To this the Benchers replied neither yes nor 
no; but while declining to visit Mr. Seymour with the 
punishment of disbarring, issued a sort of lay sermon to 
accompany the sentence, in which they state, in sub- 
stance, that the practices alleged are very improper. We 
think Mr. Seymour has good reason to complain of this 
conduct on the part of the Benchers, but we are very 
sure the Bar and public have more. Mr. Seymour is, in 








fact, neither acquitted nor condemned ; he is simply not 
punished, except by having per force to listen to a lec- 
ture on theoretical morality, which would be excellent 
of its kind, were it not shown by the decision to be 


somewhat irrelevant to the case. Why insult Mr. 
Seymour by telling him that it would have been exceed- 
ingly wrong to do what he is in the same breath assured 
they are satisfied he did not do? If Mr. Seymour was 





innocent according to the evidence admissible, he should 
have been acquitted simpliciter. If, on the other hand, 
the Benchers were of opinion that he was of the 
charges made against him, they were not en ‘to send 
back a branded man to the Bar, because they were afraid 
of pronouncing a just, though a severe, sentence. As it 
is, Mr. Seymour hangs suspended between heaven and 
earth, bearing about with him the Bernchers’ lecture as 
a certificate to character. Mr. Seymour, the Bar, and 
the Benchers, alike suffer in character by such an her- 
maphrodite conclusion. It is, no doubt, painful for any 
man to sit in judgment on his fellow; it is hard for a 
body of high-minded gentlemen to be called on to put ‘a 
lasting stigma on another gentleman; but the - 
ance of painful duties is often the unavoidable conse- 
quence of eminence, and in the case of an 
of unprofessional conduct, made against a barrister the 
whole Bar may be deemed suitors to vindicate the honou? 
of their body, toclaim the absolution of the innocent, and 
demand the punishment of the guilty. The scandal at- 
tending such cases requires, in justice to the legal pro- 
fession, that a i inquiry should be set on foot in 
the case of Mr. Kennedy. We shall not seek to prejudge 
his case, or determine how far Mr. Kennedy was sinned 
against or sinning, or what palliations he can urge in 
apology for his alleged misconduct ; but we trust we 

not, at all events, see repeated the precedent set in Mr. 
Seymour’s case of a sentence of absolution, 

with a moral commentary of virtual condemnation. The 
Bar and the public have a right to demand an uncom- 
promising verdiet one way or the other, and we trust 
the Benchers will see the necessity of speedily summon- 
ing Mr. Kennedy to answer at the bar of their court of 
honour. 


Tur Crviz Service Estimates just issued indicate 
the expenses for the administration of law and justice 
in the Tinitea Kingdom for the current year. ere is 
not only a considerable increase over the expenses of 
last year in the whole amount required for the United 
Kingdom, but there is a large increase for each of the 
three kingdoms. Amongst the most noteworthy items 
for Englartid are those of the county courts, which are to 
cost £165,000 for the year, and Bankruptcy Court com- 
pensations, £24,237. ‘The estimates in detail are as 


tollows :— 

For England: Law charges, £30,510; Criminal 
prosecutions, &c., £167,678; Police, counties and 
boroughs, Great Britain, £228,475; Queen’s Bench, 
Crown Office, expenses, £3,098; Admiralty Court 
Registry, £11,540; Insolyent Debtors’ Court, £5,501 ; 
Probate Court, £78,330; County Courts, £165,000 ; 
Police Courts (Metropolis), £21,430; Metropolitan 
Police, £140,443 ; Queen’s Prison, £3,564; Revising 
barristers, England and Wales, £18,092; Divorce 
Court compensations, £3,675 ; Bankruptey Court com- 
pensations, £24,237. The total estimate is £901,573 ; 
showing a net increase over 1861-2 of £6,248. 

For Scotland: Lord Advocate and Solicitor-General, 
salaries, £3,342 ; Court of Session, £18,200; Court of 
Justiciary, £11,076 ; prosecutions carried on under 
authority of the Lord Advocate, £5,000; Exchequer, 
Scotland, legal branch, £1,620; Sheriffs and procu- 
rators fiscal not paid by salaries, and expenses ef pro- 
secutions in sheriff's courts, £38,231; Procurators 
fiscal, salaries, £23,475; Sheriff clerks, £14,330; Ex- 

nses in matters of tithes, £2,300; Register House, 
idinburgh, salaries and expenses of sundry 
ments, £15,941; Commissary Clerk’s Office, £1,305; 
Accountant in Bankruptcy, £1,490. The total estimate 
is £136,310; showing a net increase of £18,589. 

For Ireland: Law charges and criminal prosecutions, 
£61,134 ; Court of Chancery, £5,536 ; Courts of Queen’s 
Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer, £19,052; Regis- 
trars to the judges, and clerk to the Court of Errors, 
£5,932 ; Manor Courts compensations, £2,000 ; Regi: 
of judgments, £2,314; High Court of Delegates, 
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Court of Bankruptcy and Insolvency, £6,893 ; Court 
of Probate, £10,330; Landed Estates Court, £11,472; 
Consolidated Office of Writs, £1,150; Revising bar- 
risters, Dublin, £420; Dublin metropolitan police and 
police justices, £50,600 ; Constabulary of Ireland, 
£777,368 ; Four Courts Marshalsea Prison, £2,717. 
.The total ,estimate for Ireland is £957,218, showing a 
net increase of £83,522. 

The total estimates for law and justice is £2,763,308 ; 
showing a net increase of £123,850. 

A return of the expenses, &c., relative to the Probate 
Courts of London and Dublin, for the year ending De- 
cembcr 31, 1861, shows the following facts:—Annual 
salaries of the judge and other officers of the Court of 
Probate in London, £37,920 ; in Dublin, £9,950; inci- 
dental expenses of the Court of Probate in London, 
£6,564 6s. 1ld.; in Dublin, £868 8s. 3d.; salaries of 
the district registrars in England, £17,507 2s. 9d.; 
salaries of the clerks to the district registrars in England, 
£10,057 1s. 6d.; salaries of the district registrars in 
Treland, £1,368 10s. 5d.; salaries of the clerks to the 
district registrars in Ireland, £552 19s. 6d.; amount ex- 
pended by the Boards of Works in England and Ireland 
es pectively, on account of Probate Courts and District 
Registries, £28,040 3s. 3d. ; the total of salaries and ex- 
penses being £11,828 12s. 7d.; the annual amount of 
compensations to proctors and officers of the late courts, 
£114,772 10s. 4d.; the total annual charge being 
227,601 2s. 1ld. From this must be deducted the 
amount of fees received in the year (by way of 
stamps), £98,548 5s. Od.; the deficiency thus being 
£129,052 18s. 1d. 


Our attention has been called to an advertisement of 
an “Institute for the Legal Protection of the Poor.” 
It states its object to be “ to give to those whose poverty 
alone debars them from the attainment of justice by 
legal means the necessary assistance, which, in every 
instance, will be extended solely in defence of innocence, 
or to advance the just and rightful claims of those who 
are without the means of otherwise prosecuting them. 
The assistance of the Institute will in all instances be 
extended as a free donation. 

“In many cases of grievance, injury, and oppression, 
the poor are left helpless, where the rich command a 
remedy. The committee trust they may appeal strongly 
and successfully to the benevolent for support. 

“ The cases eligible to claim assistance are— 

“TJ, Where damages are sought for injuries or losses 
sustained to the person or property. 

“JI. Where assistance is needed for defence against 
— persecution. 

* sg I. For recovery of legal claims unjustly with- 
e ” 

Until we read this advertisement we were under the 
impression that the law of England contained abundant 
provision for enabling persons having good cause of 


suit or action, but who were pecuniarily unable to assert _ 
their legal rights in the ordinary manner, to do so in’ 


forma pauperis, and this “ Institute” gives us no reason 
for changing our opinion. At all events there appears 
to us to be the strongest objection upon many grounds 
to an association for ‘‘ the defence of innocence,” or for 
advancing “ just or rightful claims.” How far this “In 
stitute” and some of these new debt-collecting societies 
may contravene the rule of law upon which the doctrine 
of maintenance is founded is worth the consideration 
of lawyers. 


Tue Hon. Surncssy Betruerx has been promoted to 
the office of peypeiper secretary to the Lord Chancellor 
in the place of the Hon. Richard Bethell, who has 
been appointed one of the Registrars in the Court of 
Bankruptcy. Mr. C. F. Trower, the author of a valu- 
able work on the law of Debtor and Creditor, has been 
qpeeceed to the office of gentleman of the 
chamber, vice the Hon. S. Bethell. Mr. Joshua 





Williams, long known to the profession as an eminent 
conveyancer, and as the author of several most useful 
text-books on law, has. been appointed one of the 
conveyancing counsel of the Court of Chancery, in the 
room of Mr. Coote, lately deceased. The judgeship of 
the county courts for the district of Derbyshire has be- 
come vacant by the death of Mr. Joseph Thomas 
Cantrell. 


Ir 1s statep in the New York correspondence of a 
morning contemporary that Mr. Edwin James has 
already succeeded in obtaining the very front rank at 
the Bar of New York. He has recently been engaged 
in a case which commanded pretiesswaae public atten- 
tion, and conducted it with so much eclat that business 
has since flowed in upon him to an extent that must be 
highly satisfactory to him. No notice appears to have 
been taken by his brethren of the statement of the evi- 
dence adduced before the Benchers of the Inner Temple, 
recently published in the legal periodicals of this 
pexeryaf and there appears, therefore, to be every pros- 

ect of his soon becoming one of the foremost men in 
is adopted country. 


Tue Lorp Cuancentor will receive the Judges, 
Queen's Counsel, &c., at his Lordship’s residence, 34, 
Belgrave-square, on Tuesday next, the first day of 
Term, at 12 o'clock. 


Mar. Josrrn Tuomas CanTRELL, Judge of the County 
Courts of Derbyshire, expired at his residence, King’s 
Newton, near Derby, on Sunday evening last. 


Mr. A. A. Knox, one of the magistrates of the Wor- 
ship-street Police Court, has been transferred to Marl- 
borough-street, as one of the magistrates of that court, 
in the place of the late Mr. Beadon, and Mr, William 
Major Cooke, of the Western Circuit, Recorder of 
Southampton, has been appointed to the magisterial 
chair at Worship-street. 


& 
_—, 


A FATHER’S RIGHT TO PRESCBIBE BY WILL THE 
RELIGIOUS EDUCATION OF HIS CHILD, 


The principle upon which the Court of Chancery 
acts in directing the religious education of infant 
wards of court is well illustrated by two recent cases, 
both before Vice-Chancellor Sir William P. Wood. 
We allude to Davis v. Davis (10 W. R. 245) and Hill 
v. Hill (10 W. R. 400). Both these cases deserve a 
careful perusal; and, although the Court in the one 
case refused to carry out the directions contained in the 
father’s will, while in the other the father’s wishes (also 
expressed by his will) were treated as imperative, there 
is no inconsistency between the two decisions—one 
being, in fact, exactly correlative to the other. In 
both cases the question arose out of an ill-assorted union 
between persons of opposite faith. Each case presents 
the same conditions ai Roman Catholic husband and 
Protestant wife—(we use the term advisedly as denoting 
not necessarily adherence to the Anglican, but hostility 
to the Roman Catholic, ritual)—and of a direction by 
the fathers (in each case by will) that their children 
should be educated and brought up in the Roman 
Catholic faith. So far the cases stand upon the same 
footing ; but upon examining the circumstances of each 
more closely, wide distinctions will be found to have 
existed. In Davis y. Davis the testator appears. to 
have been a strict Roman Catholic, by no means in- 
different to the tenets of his creed, nor willing to 
waive to the wishes of his wife the right of bringing 
up his children in what he considered to be the only 
true faith. There was one child only of the marriage, 
a boy, now some twelve years old. He was baptised at 





a Roman Catholic chapel, taken to Roman Catholic ser- 
vices, attending mass and confession, and sent to a Roman 
Catholic school. The boy, however, had a will of his own, 
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being of precocious intellect, and seems from a very early 
age to have shown great distaste for Romanism, and 
especially for the symbolic observances, adoration of the 
crucifix, &c., prescribed by that creed. The mother’s 
furtive warnings against Popery and idelatry, assisted 
perhaps by sweets and caresses, had greater charms for 
the child’s mind than the daily recital of ‘Hail Mary” and 
connings of the Paradisus Anime exacted by the father, 
on pain of bread and water and solitary confingmeat. 
Two Roman Catholic schools were tried, but the child, 
though not more than seven years old, ran away from 
both. The father, however, was not to be turned from his 
urpose by the tears or entreaties of either wife or child. 
e was firm; and although he did not again send the boy 
to school, a Roman Catholic governess was engaged, and 
his death-bed injunctions were, that his son should 
be brought up at Downside College, under the care of 
an uncle, a Romish priest attached to that establishment, 
and one of the guardians appointed by the will. After 
the testator’s death a bill was filed to obtain the direction 
of the Court as to the religious education of the child, 
and with the view, in effect, of setting aside the will in 
this particular. Vice-Chancellor Wood, however, re- 
fused to interfere with the right conferred by law upon 
the father, and, in this case, maintained by him 
from first to last persistently, if not with harshness, of 
having his children brought up in his own faith. No 
doubt the boy had shown strong Protestant predilections, 
and expressed a dislike to his father’s religion. On this 
ground it was alleged in the affidavits, and argued on the 
authority of Stourton vy. Stourton, and Witty vy. Marshall, 
that any attempt to bring him up as a Roman Ca- 
tholic would be most dangerous to his moral welfare 
and unsettle all religious conviction whatever, so 
that, in the language of Lord Justice Knight Bruce, 
“ the tares, if tares there were, could not be rooted out 
withont danger to the wheat also.” But a short conver- 
sation with the boy enabled the Vice-Chancellor to 
dispose of this argument, the conclusions of which, 
admitting the truth of the premisses, would have been 
unimpeachable. His Honour stated, asthe result of the 
interview, his conviction that none of that morbid sensi- 
bility on religious subjects, which had been described in 
the affidavits, existed so as to render any attempt to bring 
the boy up as a Roman Catholic not only dangerous to his 
morals, but hurtful to his health. The case, therefore, was 
not analogous to Witty v. Marshall, (1 Y. & C.C.C. 68), 
in which the Roman Catholic guardians had taken no 
steps to carry out the wishes of their Roman Catholic 
testator, but allowed his son to live with Protestants 
and be brought up in that religion without interference 
until the age of fifteen. Nor did it fall within the 
authority of Stourton v. Stourton, (5 W.R.418), where the 
father having died without leaving any directions what- 
ever, the Court, though admitting in the absence of di- 
rection the presumption of an intention that the children 
should be brought up in the father’s own religion, 
refused to change the course of instruction in a different 
faith than had been always received by the infant, then 
ten years old, and a posthumous child. These two 
cases, therefore, form exceptions, but are in no way 
opposed, to the general doctrine of the Court, that 
where the religious sentiments of the parents differ, 
those of the father, who, as it has been expressed, is 
guardian by nature and by nurture, must prevail; and 
again, that the testamentary directions of the father 
will be treated with the highest attention, and must 
outweigh the wishes of the mother and every other 
consideration but that of the actual welfare of 
the child. At present, and for many years past 
it has happily been so, the Court recognising no dis- 
tinction between different religions. Roman and An- 
glican stand upon the same footing in this respect. And 
putting aside the obvious necessity for even-handed jus- 
tice between those of different creeds in that which is 
emphatically the land of toleration and religious free- 
dom, what an unseemly spectacle would be presented if 








the Court of Chancery were made the arena for theolo- 
gical conflict, and if sectarian prejudices, rather than ab- 
stract rights, were allowed to influence the decision in 
such matters. In earlier times, indeed, when penal laws 
were in force against papists, the rule was that all infants 
within the power of the Court must be brought up in 
the established religion. But this strictness was in time 
relaxed ; andas early as 1729 we find Lord King decid - 
ing that a guardian was not punishable for educating 
his ward as a Roman Catholic. The rule that now pre- 
vails of treating as imperative the father’s wishes, what- 
ever may have been his religious | eg (short of 
the absolute atheism ascribed by Lord Eldon to poor 
Shelley) is well stated by Lord Cottenham in Talbot y. 
Earl Shrewsbury (4 My. & Cr. 672)—* When therefore 
a Roman Catholic father appoints a Roman Catholic 
guardian, there can be no doubt as to the father’s inten- 
tion ; and if I were to interfere with the exercise of the 
father’s discretion, I should be doing an act of great in- 
justice. Nothing can be more dear to a-father than re- 
gulating the religious education of his child; and if I 
were to interfere in the manner which is desired, I 
should adopt a course to induce those dissénting from 
the Established Church to suppose that this Court 
at interfere to control the education of their chil- 
ren.” 

But it will not be sufficient for a ent merely to 
have expressed his wishes by will, if his previous con- 
duct has been inconsistent, or at least shown him to be 
indifferent in the matter. When he has abdicated toa 
wife of hostile creed his undoubted right of controlling 
the religious education of his child, he will not be 
allowed, on his death bed, to make the amende to his 
conscience by then, for the first time, asserting the right 
which he has previously ignored. This is the effect of 
the decision in Hill vy. Hill (10 W. R. 400) recently be- 
fore Vice-Chancellor Wood. As in Davis v. Davis, the 
husband was Roman Catholic and the wife Protestant, and 
his will directed that the children should be brought up 
in the Roman Catholic faith. But here the resemblance 
between the cases terminates. Mr. Hill was, to say the 
least, a person very indifferent upon religious matters. 
Before marriage, although admitting “a certain kind 
of feeling or superstitious attachment ” for the faith of his 
sainted mother (Romanism), he was by no means certain 
that Unitarianism (Mrs. Hill’s persuasion) was not more 
agreeable to his “‘ now educated and more civilised 
feelings.” His creed would seem to have been summed 
up in the somewhat comprehensive terms of Pope's 
“Universal Prayer,” to which he often referred with 
expressions of deep admiration. Throughout their 
married life Mrs. Hill, who appears to have had the 
stronger intellect, asserted, and pr aga the right of 
bringing up the children (both girls, and neither more 
than six years old at their father's death) in her own 
way of thinking. Both children were baptized publicly, 
and in the father’s presence, at church or chapel, and 
though in both cases there was also a Roman Catholic 
baptism, this was private, and by a Romish priest 
smuggled into the house during the wife’s absence and 
without her knowledge. Whatever may have been the 
value of Mr. Hill's Roman Catholic convictions he 
kept them within his own breast, and never sought to 
rm fine the minds of his children, or child rather, for 
the younger was not a year old when he died. He 
allowed a Protestant governess to be en and this 
in spite of the remonstrances of his sister, a zealous 
Romanist. All his outward open acts showed sub- 
servience to his wife, and her religious opinions ; while 
he endeavoured to satisfy some scruples of conscience 
by a private underhand compliance with Romish 
forms, as if to wash away the heretical taint which 


he had not dared a to resist. He is visited 
by a priest on his death-bed, and then, after some 
terations, he makes his will directing that his 


children should be educated and brought up in 
the Roman Catholic faith; though, with some incon- 
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her hostility to that religion, a guardian jointly with a 
Roman Catholic. Without entering into further detail 
it will be seen that all those circumstances which in- 
duced the Court in Davis y. Davis to carry out the 
father’s wishes and remove the child from its mother’s 
influence were here wanting. The cases were exactly 
reversed. In place of a constant and vigilant control 
over the child’s religious education there was a total 
abdication of control. In the one case the mother—in 
the other the father—openly exercised this control, but 
the parent not exercising it was reduced to silence in 
either case. There was this additional distinction, that 
in Hill y. Hill the mother was appointed guardian, 
while in Davis vy. Davis she was carefully excluded. 
Under these circumstances his Honour considered that 
the father had so entirely abandoned his legal and 
natural right and entrusted it to his wife, that it would 
be unjust to allow his death-bed directions to outweigh 
his whole previous course of conduct. The clause, 
therefore, as to education in the Roman Catholic faith 
was not treated as imperative. The sound good sense 
of this decision will not fail to approve itself to our 
readers. The natural sympathy in favour of a widowed 
mother that she should not be deprived of that holiest 
of duties, that of training the dawning minds of her 
children to the knowledge of their Creator, was in no 
way strained ; nor does the case in the least touch upon 
the high and sacred right committed to the father, which 
is, indeed, most distinctly and eloquently recognised by 
the Vice-Chancellor in his judgment. If Davis v. Davis 
illustrates the doctrine of the Court when carried out 
to the full extent, the circumstances which may render 
that doctrine no = eg applicable are no less clearly 
shown in Hill y. Hill. 


— ———~— 


LAND TRANSFER SCHEMES. No. VIII. 
( Conclusion.) 
FEEs. 


We have seen already that by section 69 the Lord Chan- 
cellor may prescribe the payment of fees on the ad valorem 
principle to solicitors, in respect of business transacted by them 
in relation to judicial sales. The 148th section deals with 
the same subject, and confers power upon the Lord Chancellor 
to fix a scale of fees on the same principle, which are to be 
payable in respect of any service rendered by them in any mat- 
ter relating to the registration of title or ofassurances. These 
words seem large enough to extend the Chancellor’s discretion 
to the fixing of professional remuneration, on the ad valorem 
principle, for any kind of business done under the new system» 
jnasmuch as all business which affects registered property will 
relate to the registration of title to some extent, and if the ad 
valorem principle is to be made at all in any transaction, it 
does not seem reasonable that such payment should be made 
only in respect of the actual registration, and that it should 
not represent the whole debt for costs due from the client. 
We cannot ascertain whether the ad valorem principle is to be 
applied for the remuneration of every solicitor acting in behalf 
of every person concerned in any transaction—the General 
Orders will of course explain the principle, and the method of 
the client’s liability—and it is evident that the payment, for 
example, of the same amount in fees to the solicitor acting for 
a formal party, as would be payable to the solicitor acting for 
the grantee or purchaser, would not be reasonable. The prin- 
ciple of the method of professional remuneration has been pro- 
bably borrowed from the analogy of the system of payments 
made to brokers; but we apprehend that the analogy is not by 
any means exact, and is hardly fair: solicitors will have to con- 
sider as carefully under Lord Westbury’s, as under the present 





system, the exact extent and importance of every claim, and 

weakness, and difficulty, affecting either the legal or equitable 

estate, or both. They may possibly, by a strict construc- 

tion of the 140th section, be held to be deprived of the 

assistance which has hitherto always been afforded to them by 

conveyancing barristers in dealing with scientific, and by 

valuers and land agents in dealing with practical, questions. 

The vhlue of the property dealt with seems to afford no reliable 
basis for the calculation of the real value of the labour 
spent upon the transferring of it, and especially in dealing 
with interests of small value (which dealing, we may 
remark, will, for that reason, be the most frequent), we ap- 
prehend that the principle of ad valorem remuneration to 

the solicitors will be unsatisfactory, because the smallness 

of extent, or of value, in properties implies sub-division as 

from larger estates and derivative titles through many hands, 
and the existence or probable existence of many collateral 
claims and contingent liabilities: We do not think that the 
principle adopted by Lord Westbury will be acceptable, if it is 
to be universally and imperatively applicable. But if the 
choice were left to clients and solicitors of determining before- 
hand whether, in any professional business, the solicitors’ fees 
should be assessed on the ad valorem plan, or on a calculation 
of the trouble which the transaction would necessitate, it 
seems probable that the persons concerned would find the 
means of making bargains with their solicitors in which the 
principle of a definite or a liquidated per centage upon the 
money passing, would, where it proved expedient, be adopted 
whilst in those instances in which the difficulties were, in the 
opinion of the solicitor, outof proportion, if we may use the term, 
tothe value of the property dealt with, the other and morereason- 
able plan of paying a fixed sum for the law expenses would be 
adopted, Broker's, in buying and selling stocks, deal with 
legal interests only, and if the sales can be effected at all—that 
is to say, in those cases where there is no distringas or restrain- 
ing order binding the bank or company in whose books the 
stock is standing—we apprehend that their labour and their 
risk is simply commercial: they have no questions to construe, 
no hostile claims to consider, and no liability to their clients 
for misapprehension of technical doctrines. We may further 
remark that it seems obvious that no system of remuneration 
should be adopted, which is even apparantly inflexible, not- 
withstanding the necessary and infinite variety of circumstances. 
And further, that if, as is most probable for some time to come, 
landowners retain the present method of conveyancing, and 
continue, in their muniments, to express exactly, by direct 
stipulation with those who deal with them, what their interest 
and their rights are t6 be, it will not be reasonable to impose 
upon solicitors the obligation of receiving in amount in fees only 
an ad valorem sum, which, possibly might, if the statutory 
forms had been adopted, represent a proper remuneration, but 
which would not be a reasonable sum in payment for the labour 
spent upon the preparation of longer and more explicit and 
scientific documents, If deeds in the present form, when 
dealing with registered land, are to be paid for on the ad valorem 
principle, they will be carelessly and hastily drawn in order to 
make a profit, and the optional adoption of the new system will 
be to a great extent ignored. We do not anticipate the same 
disadvantages in relation to the application of the ad valorem 
principle in the assessment of registrar's and court fees; for 
for the payment of such fees as these has always been fixed 

in amount or calculable by some prescribed standard, and the 
judicial and other officers who serve the public, on accepting 
their offices, contract for a certain sum per annum. to under- 
take the due consideration of every case properly brought ander 
their cognizance. Each case, if not so brought before them by 

the parties concerned, is dismissed or amended by the parties 
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privately, unless the public officer feels inclined to put the 
matter into a proper shape for himself, and there is no lia- 
bility for want of learning, or want of skill, or forethought. 
Under Lord Westbury’s Bill the fees dealt with by the 146th 
and the 147th sections are in the nature of premiums of 
insurance payable in respect of the guarantee, absolute or con- 
ditional, of the applicant’s title. All fees in respect of regis- 
tration are to be paid by means of stamps and not in money. 
We can hardly determine, without the aid of General Orders, 
whether this provision includes all fees payable at the Public 
Registry Offices. The Registrar is, with the sanction of the 
Lord Chancellor, to determine the amount payable in respect 
of the first entry in the Register of Title of land and charges 
on land, the registration of transfers and transmissions of land 
and charges, and all other matters to be done by the Registrar 
and the registration of instruments on the Register of Assurances, 
and the withdrawal of such instruments. In determining the 
amount of these fees the Registrar is to have regard, in the 
case of the registration of land or of any transfer of land on a 
sale, to the value of the land as determined by the purchase- 
money. In case of registration of land or of any transfer of 
land not upon a sale, to the value of the land, to be ascertained 
in the manner directed by General Order, and in case of re- 
gistration or of the transfer of any charge to the amount of 
such charge subject to the qualifications that a maximum 
amount is to be fixed, and where the value of the land or the 
amount of any charge exceeds that maximum, fees may be made 
payable on the excess on a rednced scale, Our readers will 
remember the similar provision which, mutatis mutandis, is 
prescribed by the 69th section in relation to the payment of 
fees to, solicitors on judicial sale business where the value of 
the property sold exceeds the maximum sum fixed by General 
Order. 


The only other qualification to the application of the ad 
valorem principle of calculating registrar’s fees is, that were 
increased labour is thrown upon the Registrar by reason of the 
severance of the parcels of an estate, the entry of a new 
description of parcels or of any other matter, an increased sum 


may be charged. 


This provigion seems to be the only one which relates to the 
remuneration. for services by. reference to the trouble incurred 
in the performance of them. We have already ventured to 
affirm that in our opinion this principle of payment might pro- 
perly be applied to the assessment of what we may call private 
fees, The Registrar, who is entitled to demand a larger sum 
from landowners who incur the liability to it, will not of course 
be entitled to retain for his own benefit what he so receives in 
excess of the usual ad valorem por centage, and such excess 
will be payable in respect of the unusual consumption of 
public time and public services; but it seems necessary that 
General Orders should define very clearly and very exactly 
the principle, and, if possible, the maximum of these extra 
charges, because i it will be impossible for private persons, on 
such questions, in dealing with a public officer who hag posses- 
sion and dominion over their title and their powers of dealing 
with it, to make the same independent and unprejudiced 
bargains as would be made in simili casu between two private 
individuals; and we apprehend that nothing céuld be more 
impolitic, and. nothing would render the working of the new 
scheme more difficult and more unpopular, than the giving to 
the Registrar the power, as and when he thinks fit, to tax the 
parties with increased payments. The redress open always to 
the parties aggrieved, by application to the Gourt of Chancery, 
would: not, in our. opinion, be sufficient, and it would entail 
delay and expense upon persons who would not only have to 
ure but also to pay for them. 


Procerpines In Court ofr CHANCERY. 


All applications to the Court under the Bill may be made 
by summons in chambers; but any judge of the court to 
whom cognizance of landed estates business is given is to have 
the power to direct the institution of a suit or the bringing of 
an action. Our readers will perhaps remember that we have 
ventured in the earlier part of these remarks to dwell upon 
the litigious nature of the Lord Chancellor’s scheme; we must 
add, that it seems impossible for any land registration scheme, 
which deals with equities, as well as with legal estates, to 
avoid this incident; beneficiary interests so often depend upon 
conditions or intentions as defined by personal stipulation, that 
it seems to be out of the question to expect that any public 
index keeper can satisfactorily define and register the exact 
character of such interests. A register of legal estates may be 
kept, but an industrious judge, who spends the whole of his 
time and his strength upon the business, could, in our opinion, 
hardly do the same thing for equitable interests. If this be 
probably true, it is at least satisfactory, in one aspect of the 
circumstances, to find ample provision for the public settlement 
of questions by the Courts which have hitherto dealt almost 
exclusively with others of the same or of a similar nature. 
And the ultimate appeal to the House of Lords, after the 
matters have passed through the hands of the Lords Justices, 
and of a Vice-Chancellor, is only a proper supplement to the 
scheme of judicial relief afforded in the Court of Chancery. 


Forms, 


We have already given expression to our views upon these 
matters dealt with by the 150th section, and we need therefore 
only refer our readers to what we have previously stated on the 
subject. 

INSPECTION OF REGISTER. 


Private muniments of title have hitherto always been most 
privately kept, and Lord Westbury does not propose to permit 
the public inspection of the Official Register of landowners’ 
interests, however much he may insist upon and enforce pyb- 
licity of procedure and of statement in the course of the pro- 
ceedings prescribed for the procuring of registration, or of 
jucicial sale. The Bill accordingly provides that no person, 
other than a registered proprietor of land, or a charge, or some 
one authorised by such proprietor, may inspect and make 
copies of or extracts from any register or document in the 
custody of the Registrar. 


FRavD. 

The 152nd and 158rd sections make the fraudulent procure- 
ment of any order of the Court of Chancery, or of any entry 
on the Register, of any caution or notice of a charge, or of the 
erasure from the Register, or alteration on the Register, of any 
caution or notice of a charge, a misdemeanour, punishable by 
penal servitude for any term not exceeding three years, or to 
imprisonment for any term not exceeding three years. And 
any order procured by fraud, and any act consequent on such 
order, and any entry, erasure, or alteration so made by ‘fraud, 
is to be void as between all parties and privies to such frand. 
Our readers will remember that the 125th section provides 
penal remedies in case of fraud committed in any proceeding 
to obtain the registration of any land or any land certificate, or 
certificate of title, or otherwise in any transaction relating to 
land, which is or is proposed to be put upon the Registry. 


ScHEDULED Forms. 
We took occasion to remark above that the forms prescribed 
by the Bill seemed to us to be ill-fitted for the obligatory use, 
which it is enacted. in the 150th section shall be made of them. 








becanse they are applicable only to transactions of the very 
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implest character, and that such transactions in the present 
state of our polity are by no means universal. The first form 
is of a grant in fee simple; the second is of a mortgage in fee 
with a power to sell in default; the third and fourth 
seem to be identical in meaning and purpose, though not 
in form, and are adapted to the transfer of a mortgage by 
indorsement; and the fifth is of a power of attorney. Thefourth 
form is so incomplete that we conceive it is not intended to 
remain unchanged. There is no attestation and no direction 
for seal or signature. None of the forms provide for the 
“ delivery ” of the deed, and we presume, that as all the par- 
ticulars of attestation and of date are given, it is not intended 
that statutory deeds shall require or indeed receive it, but it 
may not be unimportant to consider whether there will not be 
some danger of litigation from this omission, for we apprehend 
that delivery will, as in other deeds, be requisite to the com- 
plete execution of deeds which relate to registered land, and if 
a deed in the statutory form is not to be delivered, there will be 
room to argue that old-fashioned deeds passing registered lands 
need not be ; moreover, we apprehend, that if the new system 
works successfully, and it is found that very short instruments 
are safe and appropriate, the present forms of deeds will he 
drawn upon the same principle, and if, as we imagine, it be- 
comes necessary to permit introduction of covenants and 
provisions in the statutory forms, there will be great difficulty 
in determining whether a deed is or is not in the statutory 
form, and ‘accordingly whether or not it requires the ceremony 
of delivery to render it valid and complete. All the forms are 
drawn as deeds poll, in the first person. There js no provision 
for recitals or for mutual stipulations. If the scheduled forms 
are used, it must be upon an absolute sale or absolute transfer 
of atmortgage. But suppose that the grantor was bound by 
some personal covenant to an absent person, to pay an annuity 
charged upon the land, or to cultivate in a certain manner, or 
to render rent in aliquot portions to two or more persons, or in 
fact by any personal obligation which might be collaterally or 
ultimately enforced by direct resort to the land, we ask is it 
probable, that the scheme of revealing in a semi-public index 
the nature of these rights will be possible, or politic if it be 
#0. The original covenantor A., will, for example, sell to Y. 
his entire interest in land, in respect of which he has covenan- 
ted to pay a fee farm-rent to X. The liability of A. to that 
rent, and the exact nature and extent of his obligation, will ap- 
pear on the Record of Title or in the Registry of Incumbrances. 
When he sells to Y. he will, if the scheduled forms are not 
to be altered to suit the intention and arrangement of the par- 
ties dealing with the land, convey by an absolute grant, and the 
liability of Y., the grantee of land, to X., the grantee of the rent- 
charge, will be revealed only in the Registries. But how will 
the continuing liability of the original covenantor A. be revealed 
or defined ?—his interest in the land will have ceased on the 
sale of it; and if he has no interest he would be kept on the Re- 
gister solely to reveal his possible obligation under his covenant. 
There is no provision for a covenant by the purchaser of the 
land to indemnify the grantor of it from the rent-charge which 
the grantee of the land ought to pay, but to which the granto, 
remains liable. 

And if there be any personal liability in the grantee of land 
to pay a rent or do something, and there is a summary remedy 
by distress or entry in a third person whose name does not ap- 
pear on the conveyance, and whose interest or right is only to 
be learnt from the Registry, we think that titles (at least, as 
evidenced, by the prescribed statutory forms) will not be satis- 
factorily evidenced, and that it will be impolitic to allow the 
grantee of an estate to show muuiments of title which reveal 
only an absolute title, whilst they may conceal the existence of 
rights in third persons, which rights, if known, would be a bar to 





| 


any loan or contract, however safe and reasonable either might 
seem upon the statutory evidence of ownership. Of course, if 
the introduction of recitals and of the exact defintion of mutual 
rights and obligations not only between the grantor and grantee, 
but also between other persons who have not a direct interest 
in the land, is permitted, we shall have no ground for the re- 
marks we have just made ; but if these particulars are intro- 
duced, deeds will continue to be what they are, and the regis- 
tering will be an additional expense without a counterbalancing 
advantage. Moreover, the analogy of stock certificates would 
fall to the ground ; for if a stock broker were put to construe 
provisions and covenants, he could not buy stock on his own 
discretion nor even expeditiously. Y. Z. 
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The Courts, 


BANKRUPTCY COURT. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner FANE.) 

April 4.—Inre Parsons.—In this case the bankrupt had exe- 
cuted a deed of assignment for the benefit of his creditors. The 
deed was duly registered. ‘This was a summons calling upon the 
debtor and trustee under it to produce the deed and to be 
examined. 

Mr. Scott, for the debtor and trustee, objected. The Court 
had no jurisdiction to order an examination at the instance of 
a non-assenting creditor. 

Mr. Bagley said that the deed had already been produced, 
and there was no reason why the creditors should not see it, in 
order to know by what they were bound, He referred to the 
189th, 192nd, and 197th sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1861. 

The Commissioner said he thought the deed ought to be 
produced again, and that the debtor might be examined. 


<= 
> 


Parliament and Legislation. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Monday, April 7. 

Tur TRANSFER oF LAND BILLS. 


The Declaration of Titles Bill, the Security of Purchasers 
Bill, the Transfer of Land Bill, and the Real Property Bill, 
severally passed through committee, with some trifling amend- 
ments, which did not undergo any discussion. 











HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Tuesday, April 8. 
Laws OF PaTENTS FOR INVENTIONS. 


Sir H, Carmns gave notice that upon an early day after 
Easter he should move for a select committee to inquire into 
the laws relative to patents for inventions. 


Tue CLERKS OF THE INSOLVENT COURT. 


Mr. Rozsuck asked whether it was proposed to introduce 
any measure for the relief of the clerks of the Insolvent 
Debtors’ Court, and whether it was intended to introduce a 
declaratory Act for that purpose. 


The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said, the circumstances to which 
the question of the hon. gentleman referred required a full and 
fair investigation. If compensation were to be awarded to the 
clerks of the Insolvent Court the amount should be voted by 
that House, and the House could not be expected to vote any 
money of the kind unless it was satisfied of the justice of the 
claim. The Government remained of the opinion they had 
previously expressed, that the proper course to pursue was for 
the clerks to petition that house, setting forth the nature of 
their claims. The Government would then have no objection 
to refer such petition to a select committee, and they would be 
Pp to act upon the report of such committee. It was not 
the intention of the Government to introduce any declaratory 
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Pending Measures of Aegislation. 
STIPENDIARY MaGistRATEs, 

(Brought in by Mr. H. B. Sheridan and Mr. Cox.) 

1. This Act may be cited as “ The Stipendiary Magistrates 
Act, 1861.” 

2. In the construction of this Act the following words and 
expressions shall have the meanings hereby assigned to them, 
unless they be repugnant to or inconsistent with the context or 
subject matter in connexion with which they are used; that is 
to say,— 

The words “cities,” “towns,” or ‘‘ boroughs” shall mean 
cities, towns, or boroughs consisting of not less than 
25,000 inhabitants, other than and except cities, towns, 
or boroughs incorporated or to be incorporated under the 
provisions of 6 Will. 4, c. 76, intituled “ An Act for the 
Regulation of Municipal Corporations in E: d and 
Wales,” and in a parliamentary borough shall include, 
for the purposes of this Act, the area comprised within 
the boundaries of such borough as by law established, or 
in a bo not parliamentary, the area comprised within 
the boundaries settled or to be settled under any public 
health Act, or local government or improvement Act, as 
the case may be: 

The word “county” shall mean county, riding, parts, 
liberty, or division : 

The Seen tall include the entire area to 
w e authority of any stipendi: magistrate a 
pointed under this Act shall Be ig eogieg % 

3. If any local board of health, or any other local board, 
appointed or to be appointed under any local government or 
improvement Act, or the ratepayers in any town in England 
or Wales containing a population of not less than 25,000 
persons, shall think it expedient that a stipendiary magistrate 
should be appointed to execute the office of a justice of the 
peace within such town, such board, or at least twenty of 
such ratepayers, may convene a meeting of ratepayers to be 
holden at some convenient place within such town for the 
purpose of considering the expediency of appointing such 
pe igi as aforesaid. Such meeting shall be convened by a 
notice, stating the object of convening the same, and the time 
and place where the same shall be holden, and shall be signed, 
if convened by such board, by the chairman thereof, or if by 
such rat ers, then by at least twenty of them. Seven 
days’ notice at the least of such meeting shall be given by ad- 
Vertisement in some one or more of the newspapers usually 
circulating in the said town, and by causing such notice to be 


affixed on the principal door of every church, chapel, public 
building and place where public notices are ‘usually affixed 
within town. 


4. The meeting, on its assembling together, shall choose one 
of its members as chairman, who shall propose to the meeting 
the resolution, recommending the appointment of such magis- 
trate, and fixing his salary, and the meeting shall decide for or 
pony its adoption, If the resolution be carried or passed by 

said meeting, a petition may be presented to her Majesty, 
signed by the chairman of such meeting, praying that a sti- 
pendiary magistrate shall be appointed to execute the office of 
& justice of the peace within the said town, and fixing his salary, 
=F Mae ag ale OP enmaiiied by such chairman to 
esty’s of State for the Home Department 

and shall be conclusive evidence that all the formalities of this 
Act had been complied with. It shall thereupon be Jawful for 
her Majesty to appoint a fit and proper person, being a barris- 
ter-at-law of ten years’ practice, to execute the office of ajustice 
of the peace wit such town, and he is hereby authorized 
and required to act as such justice in all matters cognizable by 
justices of the peace for the county arising within his jurisdic- 
tion, without possessing the qualification by estate, required by 
Jaw in that behalf, or taking the oath of qualification; and he 
shall sit and act as justice of the peace within such jurisdiction 
as aforesaid, either alone or together with any other justice or 
justices of the peace of the county wherein his jurisdiction is 
situate: provided also, that no stipendiary magistrate, to be 
appointed by virtue of this Act, shall, during his continuance 
in office, be capable of sitting as a member of the House of 
mons. Such magistrate shall reside within five miles of 

the limits of his jurisdiction, and shall attend daily, except on 
Sunday, Christmas Day, Good Friday, or any day appointed 


for a public fast or thanksgiving, at some suitable and conve- 
nient public rooms or offices therein to be provided by the said 
justices of the county, for the hearing and despatch of business, 
from 10 o'clock in the forenoon, to 4 o’clock in the afternoon, 
unless the business of the day be sooner disposed of; provided 








always, that the attendance of such magistrate may, in cases of 
temporary illness, or unavoidable accident, he supplied by 
any two justices of the peace acting for the county wherin 
oo jurisdiction is situate, or as the Home Secretary 


ct. 

5. Such yearly salary as shall be agreed upon at any such 
meeting as aforesaid, subject to the approval from time to time 
of the said Secretary of State, shall be paid to such stipendiary 
magistrate and his successors respectively by the treasurer, to 
be appointed as hereinafter directed, commencing on the day of 
his appointment, and to be paid whilst he shall fill the said 
office, by four equal quarterly prea on the four usual 
quarter days in every year, the first payment to become due 
and payable on the quarter day next after his appointment, 
and in case of his resignation or death between any such quar- 
ter days, a proportion of such éalary shall become due aud 
payable up to the period of his resignation or death. 

6. It shall be lawful for such magistrate from time to time 
to appoint one fit and proper person, being an attorney-at-law, 
in actual practice as a clerk, and from time to time, at 
pleasure to remove him; and such clerk shall attend (: ot 
when prevented by illness or some other sufficient cause, to 
allowed by such magistrate, who shall appoint a tem 
deputy), at all official meetings, and do all such work, and 
transact all such business as is usually done and transacted b, 
justices’ clerks; and he and his successors shall be paid su 
yearly salary as such magistrate shall think fit, subject, how- 
ever, to the approval of the said Home Secretary, for his time, 
trouble, attendance, and expenses in the execution of his said 
office, by the treasurer aforesaid, in four quarterly payments, 
at such times and under the like circumstances in Ne aa 
as hereinbefore directed with reference to the payment of the 
salary of the said magistrate. But he shall not be concerned 
either by himself or partner, in any matter before the said 
magistrate, or arising out of or consequent thereupon in any 
other court, on pain of dismissal. Such clerk shall receive and 
take all such fees as are authorised to be taken by the clerks 
to the justices acting for the said county: provided that a copy 
of the table of fees shall be affixed in the public office of every 
magistrate appointed under this Act, who may remit any fees, 
in part or in whole, for reasonable cause, and award such costs 
as to him shal] seem meet to be paid to or by either of the par- 
ties to any charge or complaint, whether or not a warrant or 
summons shall have issued. 

7. Such clerk shall pay over all fees to the treasurer once 
every quarter of a year, and shall keep accounts of them in 
writing, and shall at the same time render to the said justices 
acting for the said county an account thereof, verified by de- 
claration, to be made before some justice acting for the said 
county (which declaration he is hereby authorised and 
required to receive), in such form and with such particulars 
as the said justices acting for the county shall from time 
to time require. All such fees, together with all fine: 
penalties, aud forfeitures hereinafter referred to, and all 
moneys arising from the rates to be levied under this 
Act, shall constitute one ate general fund, to 
called “The Fee Fund of the justices of the county o 
[the county wherein the town is situate for which such Ligh 
diary magistrate shall be appointed as aforesaid],” and be 
carried by the treasurer to the account of such fee fund; and 
such treasurer shall open an account in such name, and 
immediately on receipt of such fees, fines, penalties, and for- 
feitures, and rates as aforesaid, from time to time pay the 
same, to the account of the said fee fund as aft id, into 
such bank, within the jurisdiction of such stipendiary 
strate or elsewhere, as he shall from time to time direct; and 
the said treasurer is hereby authorised and required to draw ~ 
upon the said account from time to time for the purpose of 
paying the said salaries, rent of offices, and other ch: and 
expenses hereby authorised to be paid; provided that the said 
justices in quarter sessions assembled shall from time to time 
appoint a fit person to be treasurer of the said fee fund, with 
such salary to be paid out of the said fee fund as the said 
justices shall think fit; taking sufficient security from such 
treasurer and every other officer entrusted with the custody of 
such fee fund, or with the custody of the said fines, penalties, 
and forfeitures, or the money arising from the said rates, for 
honesty, fidelity, and performance of his duties, such treasurer 
or other officer to be removable from his said office at the 
pleasure of the said justices ‘The said fee fund shall be from 
time to time applied in the payment of the salary of the said 
magistrate, and of the clerk, auditor, and treasurer, and the 
rent or other expenses of the public rooms or offices of the 
said magistrate, and law or other books, printing, stationery, 
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and all other charges and expenses connected with or 
incidental to the duties of such magistrate, clerk, treasurer, 
and auditor. 

8. Full and accurate accounts of all monies received and 
expended under the provisions of this Act shall be kept by the 
said treasurer, and shall be balanced and audited once in every 
year, and such justices may and shall make such orders and 
regulations for effecting such several purposes as to them shall 
seem expedient. Copies of such balance sheet, containing a 
statement of the balance, duly audited and certified by two or 
more of the justices of the peace of the county aforesaid, shall 
be transmitted by the treasurer free of charge to the clerks of 
the said magistrate and of the peace for the county aforesaid, 
on or before the 21st of March in each year, and the latter shall 
lay the same before the next general quarter sessions of the 
peace, and it shall be open to inspection on payment of one 
shilling. If the said treasurer shall omit to prepare and to 
transmit the said annual account, and balance sheet, and 
copies thereof as aforesaid, he shall forfeit for every such 
omission the sum of twenty pounds, to be recovered by any 
person who will sue for the same by action of debt or infor- 
mation, to be commenced within siz calendar months from the 
21st of March. 

9. It shall be lawful for the justices of the peace acting for 
any county in which a magistrate shall be appointed as afore- 
said, at any general or quarter sessions of the peace holden in 
and for such county, or at any adjournment thereof, and they 
are hereby required, at the first general or quarter sessions 
which shall be holden after such appointment or at any ad- 
journment thereof, and from time to time, to make a rate or 
assessment (not exceeding the amount hereinafter limited, and 
of which rate or assessment notice shall be given with the 
notice for holding the sessions,) upon all property rateable to 

@ county rate, or any rate in lieu thereof, within the said 
‘town, for the purpose of raising so much money as, together 
with the said fee fund (the amount of which shall from time 
to time be by the said justices ascertained or estimated as 
nearly as may be), shall be sufficient to pay the said several 
salaries, rents, charges, and other expenses herein mentioned, 
such rate or assessment to be made in the same manner as is 
now by law required for making county rates: Provided that 
the valuation of the property made for that purpose shall be 
from time to time adopted as the basis for rating the said pro- 
perty hereby made rateable without requiring any new 
or separate valuation: Provided also, that all the 
Provisions contained in any Act or Acts relating to the 
making, assessing, collecting, levying, paying, or enforcing 
of county rates in England or Wales shall, so far as the 
nature of the case will admit, be deemed and taken to 
apply to the said rate or assessment hereby glirected or au- 
thorised to be made as aforesaid, as if the same were herein 
severally repeated and re-enacted, and in the same manner and 
as fully and effectually in all respects as if, such rate or 
assessment were a county rate assessed or to be assessed upon 
the property rateable under this Act as aforesaid : provided always 
that such rate or assessment shall not in any one year ex 
one penny in the pound upon the annual value of the said 
rateable property: provided also, that the person or persons 
whose duty it shall be to collect and levy the county rate 
shall (within the time to be limited or expressed for that 
purpose in or by the order of the said justices making such 
rate as aforesaid, which order shall of itself, and without any 
other precept or warrant whatsoever, be a sufficient authority 
for the levying of the said rate), levy and collect such rate, 
and forthwith pay the amount thereof into the hands of the 
treasurer of the said fee fund, or if there be no such treasurer, 
into the hands of the clerk of such magistrate, who shall 
forthwith pay in and carry the same to the account of the said 
fee fund hereinbefore directed to be kept at the bank afore- 
said; and in case such person or persons shall neglect, make 
default, or refuse to levy and collect the same within the time to 
be limited or specified for that purpose as aforesaid, and to pay 
over the same as aforesaid, it shall be lawful for any justice 
of the peace of such county as aforesaid, and he is hereby 
required, upon complaint thereof by such treasurer or clerk as 
aforesaid, to levy the same by distress and sale of the offender's 
goods, and to proceed against the said sureties of such person 
or persons; provided also, that all or any forfeitures or penal- 
ties inflicted or recoverable under or by virtue of the a" y Acts 
relating to county rates, or any sums that may be recovered 
against the said sureties, shall, when recovered, be paid to the said 
treasurer of the said fee fund, or to the said clerk as aforesaid, 
and shall be by him carried to the account of the said fee fund 
as aforesaid, and be applied and accounted for as part thereof. 





All fines, penalties and forfeitures imposed by such magistrate, 
save and except those made payable to the informer who shall 
sue for the same, or any party aggrieved, and those recover- 
able under any Act relating to the Customs, Excise, or Post 
Office, or to trade or navigation, or any branch of her Ma- 
jesty’s revenue, shall be recovered for and adjudged to be paid 
to the said treasurer of the said fee fund, or tothe said clerk as 
aforesaid, and shall be by him carried to the account of the said 
fee fund and be applied as part thereof. 


& 
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Recent Decisions. 


COMMON LAW. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT—NEGLIGENCE—SuMMARY INTER- 
FERENCE OF THE COURT, 


Dickenson v. Jacobs, Exch., 10 W. R. 303. 


It may be laid down, as the general rule, that the question o 
negligence as between attorney and client is one proper for a 
jury, and that the Court will not interfere to relieve a client 
from the consequences of such negligence in a summary way— 
that is to say, by granting a rule directing the attorney to pay 
the costs of the proceedings he mismanaged, or which were 
rendered necessary by reason of his mismanagement, There 
are several authorities for this position. Thus, in Brazier v. 
Bryant (2 D. P. C. 600), Mr. Justice Patteson refused to order 
the repayment of a certain sum to the client which it was 
alleged he had overpaid to the referee of a cause in which the 
defendant had acted as his attorney, and which overpayment 
the defendant had neglected to force the referee, in compliance 
with an order of the Court, to refund. It is, however, true 
that in a case where the attorney has clearly been guilty of 
such negligence as would reject his claim for costs, or render him 
liable to be sued by the client, the Court will depart from 
its usual practice in order to avoid a circuity of remedies. 
This criterion for the cases in. which the Court will interfere is 
laid down by Chief Justice Tindal in the case of Meggs v. 
Binns (2 B. N. C. 626), but it was decided there that no negli- 
gence of the kind referred to had taken place. An instance, how- 
ever, of negligence, which will be a sufficent foundation for such 
an application, is to be foundin De Rousigney v. Peale, 3 Taunt. 
484, where a cause had been taken as undefended in consequence 
of the briefs not having been delivered in time. Here, 
the Court, in ordering a new trial, compelled the attorney 
to pay the costs of the suit as between attorney and 
client, out of his own pocket. In the present case Meggs 
vy. Binns was relied upon as an authority for calling 
upon an attorney employed by the plaintiff to pay some 
additional costs which had been incurred by reason of an error 
he had committed in drawing up a writ of trial, which a judge’s 
order had required to be amended, The Court, however, said 
that before they would interfere, a much clearer case of negli- 
gence must be made ont than they could collect to have been 
committed from the affidavits then before them, ‘The error, if 
error there had been, in the present case—and the course of the 
proceedings does not very clearly appear, from what was stated 
in the application for a rule—was, it may be here remarked, a 
mere slip, and an attorney is not, as observed by the Court in 
Bulmer v. Gilman, 4 M. & G. 108, required to have an in- 
fallible knowledge of the law. 


CATTLE DAMAGE FEASANT—TENDER OF AMENDS INSUFFI- 
CIENT AFTER IMPOUNDING. 


Singleton v. Williamson, Exch., 10 W. R, 301. 


The history of this case, as it appears from the reports, is a 
singular one, and we doubt if a more instructive illustration 
could be easily found of the uncertainty which exists in all 
law proceedings, and of the ancient saying that no man can b 
called happy till after death. The first act of the drama was 
reported 10 W. R. 174, and was in due course noticed in our 
observations upon the recent decisions.* It there appeared 
that the substantial cause of action was that the cattle of the 
plaintiff, damage feasant, had been distrained by the defendant; 
and that the occasion of the damage done by the cattle in ques- 
tion, was the want of repair of some fences belonging to the de- 
fendant, or at least fences which he was bound to make and 
keep in repair. This circumstance was considered by the 
Court as conclusive against the case of the defendant; and we 
pointed out that in sustaining a verdict which had been found 








* Vide sup., p, 2M. 
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at the trial for the plaintiff, the Court acted on a useful prin- 
ciple which it is important to remember—namely, that a man 
cannot complain of having suffered an injury which was the 
natural consequence of his own act or neglect. The result, 
therefore, of that stage of the proceedings was that the plain- 
tiff obtained and retained a verdict, though for what amount 
does not appear. We now, however, come to the sequel of the 
case. In the previous report the whole of the pleadings were 
not stated, but it now appears that there were three counts— 
one for taking away the plaintiff's cattle, another in trover, 
and a third in detinue (all of which were in respect of the 
fence-breaking above referred to); and that besides the issues 
in fact, which were disposed of as already explained in favour 
of the plaintiff there was also a demurrer which arose out of 
one of thedefences raised by the defendant—viz., that the cattle 
were destrained damage feasant. For to this plea the plaintiff, 
besides joining issue, replied that after the cattle had been im- 
pounded, he had tendered to the defendant sufficient amends, 
which had been refused, and that he sued for the subsequent 
detainer. This replication was demurred to as insufficient in 
law, and (the success in the cause up to this point being in 
favour of the plaintiff) was now argued. It was contended by 
the defendant, that a tender after impounding was insufficient 
—the cattle being then in custodié legis—and the Court being 
of that opinion, gave judgment on the demurrer for the defend- 
ant, The case, therefore, presents this aspect. The plaintiff 
has succeeded upon so much of his cause of action as is repre- 
sented by the fact that the defendant took away his cattle be- 
cause the defendant ought to have kept the fences in order; 
but the defendant has succeeded in establishing that under the 
circumstances his detention of the cattle he had taken was 
justifiable, notwithstanding the tender of amends made—after 
the impounding—by the plaintiff. This appears to be partly 
a judgment for the defendant, and partly for the plaintiff—each 
being entitled to the costs of the issues found for him, The 
judgment, substantially, however, is for the plaintiff, because, 
although the defendant has established the insufficiency in law 
of the plaintiff's replication to the plea that he distrained 
damage feasant, yet this plea itself'is shown to be an insufficient 
answer to the declaration, by reason of the defendant’s neglect 
of the fences, and consequently the preponderance of right on 
the whole is on the side of the plaintiff, an apportionment which 
we willingly leave to the Master before whom, we suppose, that 
task has already fallen. 


a, 
— 





, Correspondence, 


Srupss’ List. 

I beg to inform your correspondent “ Lawyer”® that there isa 
publication called the Mercantile Test, which gives a list of 
judgments that have been signed, and likewise giving all infor- 
mation respecting bills of sale, and other information. 

ConsTanT READER. 





Bankituprey Act, 1861—Cxose 1n Action. 

Will any of your learned readers advise me whether choses 
in action pass to the trustee by the statutory form of deed 
given in schedule D to the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, or whether 
the trustee in any action at law for recovering a chose in action 
of the insolvent assignor is obliged to use the name of the 
latter as he would have been under an old ordinary assign- 
ment for the benefit of creditors? Vide s, 197 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1861. A SUBSCRIBER. 


Liasinities oF Locat NewsPAPERs. 


If the proprietor of a newspaper publishes a scale of prices 
for advertising in his paper, that is no guarantee that he will 
necessarily accept all advertisements tendered. There cer- 
tainly is no method of enforcing a man to perform all the work 
that may be offered him, unless he be bound by law, or by 
his previously having entered into a contract. Now I am not 
aware that any such duty is enjoined upon a newspaper pro- 
prietor by law, and of course it is assumed, from the terms of 
the query, that no contract existed between the parties. Lord 
Kenyon, in his judgment in Elsee v. Gatward (5 Term Rep. 
143), says: “ Without a custom of the realm to that effect, 
a man is not bound to perform all the work that is tendered 





® Ante p, 421. 








to him.” It is to be regretted that A, should manifest such an 
“‘ungenerous disposition” towards his rival friend, but I 
think it quite clear that B. has no remedy whatever againat 
him, and therefore must bear the matter as patiently as cit- 
cumstances will admit. 

As to Mr. H. B.’s second point, I should at once Se ae 
that A. is not liable for damages. be 


ExEcuTIon oF WILLs. 

The following has appeared in one of the morning journals. 

I can hardly think that the summing up of Mr. Justice 
Wightman in the recent case of Belson v. Belson and Another can 
have been accurately reported, for if it were so the judge will 
have placed a different construction upon the Wills Act to 
Lord St. Leonards. Your reporter states that Mr. Justice 
Wightman, in summing up, “read the section of the statute 
relating to wills, and said that in order to render an instru~ 
ment of this nature a valid instrument it was absolutely 
necessary that it should be signed by the testator in the presence 
of two witnesses,” 

Now, the language of the clause in the statute is that no 
will shall be valid “unless it shall be in writing, and signed 
at the foot or end thereof by the testator, or by some other 
person in his presence and by his direcction; and such signa- 
ture shall be made or acknowledged by the testator in the 
presence of two or more witnesses present at the same time,” 
&c. And Lord St Leonards, in his work on “ Powers,” 7th ed., 
page 286, in commenting on the clause, gives it as his opi 
that it would be quite sufficient that the testator acknowledged 
his signature in the presence of the witnesses without absolutely 
signing in their presence, and in his little “Hand-book on Pro- 
perty Laws ” he still holds the same view, saying, at page 139, 
“But although a witness cannot give effect to his signature by 
recognition, yet you will have observed that you, the maker of 
the will may, if you please, sign your name in the absence of 
witnesses provided you acknowledge your signature, not merely 
the will, in their presence.” 

I do not collect from your report that the testator’s execu- 
tion of the will was called in question, but the validity merely 
of the witnesses’ attestation of the will, which was equally 
fatal to the will. 3 

Had the testator’s execution been contested 1 think the 
judge’s ruling, if accurately reported, might be called in 
question. Now, I only notice it as a nice point for the lawyers 


to argue. 
Bedford-row, W.C., April 7. An ATTORNEY. 


py Eta 
——& 


The Provinces. 





LEEDS. 
Court or Banxruptcy. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner WEST). 


Re Bragg.—In this case application was made on the 28th 
ult. for the bankrupt’s discharge. It a that the bank- 
rupt for about six years had resided at St. Helier’s, J , but 
having become involved, and not being able to meet his lia- 
bilities, he left theisland at the latter end of January, travelled 
down to Doncaster, where his friends reside, and by their ad- 
vice came to Leeds, where, after remaining about fourteen 
days, on the 5th of February he petitioned the Bankruptey 


Mr. Bond, who opposed on behalf of a creditor, referred to 
the 88th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, which provides 
“that every petition in bankruptcy shall be filed and prose- 
cuted in the Court of Bankruptcy within the district of which 
such debtor shall have resided or carried on business for the 
six months next immediately preceding the time of filing 
such petition, or for the longest period during such six months;” 
and he contended that it could never have been the intention 
of the Legislature that a man should come from France, or 
from any other part of the continent, and having resided a 
few days, or even a few hours, in any district, should be 
entitled to petition the Court to be whitewashed of the debts 
contracted out of the jurisdiction of the Court. This was 
worse than the case of a man leaving England and to 
Scotland, which was formerly done, and which was felt to be 
such a scandal that Parliament passed an Act prohibiting it. 

The ComMMIssIoNER thought the bankrupt was entitled to 
petition the Court, and the case proceeded, It appeared that 
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the bankrupt had no creditors in the Leeds district, and out 
of the sixteen, only five resided in England. He had left 
Jersey, he admitted, because his creditors would not allow him, 
preparatory to entering into partnership, to pass through the 
gy on his offering them personal security for their debts in 
ull. 

Mr. Bond contended that the bankrupt had been guilty of 
reckless trading, and contracting debts without having any 
reasonable or probable expectation of paying them. When he 
found he could not retrieve himself, he gave his Jersey credi- 
tors leg bail, and presented his petition in a district where it 
was very probable his English creditors would not follow him. 

Mr. Emsley, appeared for the bankrupt. 

The Commissioner said he thought there had not been 
sufficient proved to justify him in adjourning the examination, 
and the bankrupt would have his order of discharge on paying 
the Court expenses. 


2 
— 


Ereland, 





In 1844 the number of agrarian outrages in Ireland was 
1,800, and in the year before the famine 2,000. Since that 
time they have gradually declined, with the exception of two 

ears—1850 and 1857—till they came down last year to 229, 
t is interesting to notice the steady and gradual de- 
cline of criminality in Ireland since the epoch of the 
famine. Beginning with 1849, the following are the diminish- 
ing numbers for each year respectively in the province of 

ter: —1,835, 1,783, 1,518, 1,125, 1,090, 1,023, 992, 941, 877, 
837, 878,915. In 1861 the numbers of cases at assizes and 
quarter sessions were as follow:—Cases, 3,809; convictions, 
2,248; acquittals, 652; bills ignored, 421; no trial, 488. Each 
case may include several persons. The total number of per- 
sons prosecuted by the constabulary in 1860 was 3,946, 
of whom 2,310 were convicted. The number for 1861 
was 4,338, of whom 2,476 were convicted. Including cases 
in which the police were not prosecutors, the total of persons 
sent for trial at assizes and quarter sessions in 1861 was 5,796, 
of whom 3,041 were convicted. There were only 872 cases 
at assizes and quarter sessions in which the constabulary did 
not give evidence. They were also concerned more or 
less in 235,267 cases summarily disposed of by the magis- 
trates at petty sessions, many of the parties in those 
minor cases having been made amenable by summons. The 
grand totals for all sorts of offences for 1860 and 1861, and 
the way in which they were disposed of, are thus given:— 
1860 —cases, 238,714; convictions, 166,692; acquittals, 
37,653; bills ignored, 348; no trial, 34,021. 1861—cases, 
199,667; convictions, 138,613; acquittals, 33,838; biils ignored, 
421; no trial, 26,795. 


en 
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Foreign Tribunals and Jurisprudence. 


AMERICA, 
District Court OF THE UNITED StTaTEs. 
District of Massachusetts.—(PR1zz.) 
Tue Revere.* 

Practice in prize cases—Form of libel—Mode of making claim 
—Hearing—Effective blockade—Condemnation— Misrepre- 
sentation as to the character and destination of the voyage 

In prize cases the libel need not set forth specifically the grounds 
on which condemnation is sought. General allegations are 
sufficient. 

The facts in the case show that the port of Beaufort, North 
Carolina, was effectively blockaded on the 6th September, 
1861. 

Persistent misrepresentation by the claimant of the character 
and destination of the voyage of the captured vessel is suffi- 
cient cause for condemnation of the vessel and cargo. 

It seems that by the true construction of the Proclamation of 
the President of Apri! 19, 1861, only those who are ignorant 
of the blockade are entitled to the warning and endorsement 
mentioned in the Proclamation. 

As ‘against the rebels, the United States have both sovereign 








* We take this report (omitting only such parts as relate to a question 
of pleading) from our excellent contemporary Zhe Monthly Law Re- 
porter, Boston Mass.—Ed. 8. J. 
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and belligerent rights. In establishing the blockade they 
have exercised only belligerent rights. As a sovereign they 
might, by a municipal regulation, have interdicted all com- 
merce with ports in the States of the insurgents. 


This was a cause of prize. The libel simply alleged the ves- 
sel to be a prize, taken by the United States ships of war Sus- 
quehanna and Cambridge, with the names of the parties in- 
terested as captors, and prayed her condemnation. The ves- 
sel’s papers were filed in court, and the master, chief mate, and 
cook examined on the standing interrogatories. 

The vessel was English property, sailing from Halifax, and 
captured off Beaufort, N.C. 

Mr. Dana, for the cxptors.—1. The blockade of Beaufort, 
N.C., was established by the President by groclamation of 
April 27, 1861; and Commodore Pendergrast’s proclamation 
of April 30, 1861, declared it effective; and the evidence shows 
it was effective at the time of the capture, and known to be so 
by the prize before she sailed from Halifax, and notified to her 
by the v. S. ship Preble only two days before she reached the 
port. It has been legalised by Congress, if that were requisite. 
(Act 6 August, 1861, ch. 63, sec, 3.) The validity of a biock- 
ade of our own ports, in case of insurrection, as against neu- 
trals, has been established by judicial decisions. The Tropic 
Wind, by Dunlop, J.; the Hiawatha, the Hallis Jackson, and 
North Carolina, by Betts, J.; Gen. Parkhill, by Cadwallader, 
J.; and the F. W. Johnson, by Giles, J. That the sove- 
reign may exercise belligerent powers, as well as the powers 
of municipal sovereignty in case of civil war having its 
origin in insurrection, is established by these cases, and in 
other cases decided before this bar. Martin v. Mott, 12 Wheat. 
29; Rose v. Himely, 4 Cranch. 272,273; Santissima Trinidad, 
7 Wheat. 305; 3 Binney, 252; 3 Scott, 202; 2 Bingh. N. C. 781. 
2. The claim must be dismissed, because the vessel sailed with 
false papers for the purpose of deception; because she wilfully 
deceived the U.S. ship Preble as to her destination; and be- 
cause of the falsity of the claim put in, and the false testimony 
given, all with an intent to mislead the Court. These are suf- 
ficient grounds for dismissing the claim, and even for. condem- 
nation. Ebenezer, 6 Rob: 250; Eenrom, 2 Rob. 1; Juffrow 
Anna, 1 Rob. 126; Carolina, 3 Rob. 76; Phenix, 3 Rob.'186; 
America, 3 Rob. 36; Franklin, 3 Rob. 217; Neutralitel, 3 Rob. 
296; Vrow Hermina, 1 Rob. 155; Welvaert, 1 Rob. 124; Con- 
cordia, 1 Rob. 119; Neptunus, 3 Rob. 82; Nancy, 3 Rob. 122; 
Vrow Anna Catherina, 5 Rob, 16, 144; Graf Barmlof, 3 Rob. 
109; Jenny, 4 Rob. 31; Mars, 6 Rob. 79; Vigilantia, 6 Rob. 
122; Sally, 1 Gall. 403, 4054 Liverpool Packet, 1 Gall. 515, 
518; Alexander, 1 Gall. 537; Betsey, 1 Gall. 334; Diana, 2 
Gall. 96, 97; Flying Fish, 2 Gall. 376; St. Nicholas, 1 Wheat. 
431; Fortuna, 3 Wheat. 244; Dos Hermanos, 2 Wheat. 76; 
Amiable Isabella, 6 Wheat. 1; San Jose Indiano, 2 Gall. 300; 
Ida, 1 Eng. Law and Eq. R. 574; 1 Wheat. App. 505. 3. This 
vessel had recent and authentic information that her port of 
destination, Beaufort, N.C., was under effective blockade, 
established hy competent authority, and intended to be perma- 
nent. This she had, not only at Halifax when she sailed, but 
from the U.S. ship Preble, off the coast of North Carolina. 
Under such circumstances, she had no right, by the law of na- 
tions, to sail directly for and seek to enter the blockaded port, 
and claim formal notice and warning at the very port. s 
and Irene, 5 Rob. 77—81; Betsey, 1 Rob, 334; Arthur, fa. 
wards, 203, Columbia, 1 Rob. 154—156; Apollo, 5 Rob. 286— 
289; 3 Phill. Int. Law, 397, 398. 4. A vessel so found, with 
such knowledge, is to be condemned, unless she accounts for 
her position by clear proof, free from all concealment or bad 
faith, in documents or in acts. Neutralitel, 6 Rob. 35; Char- 
lotte Christine,6 Rob. 104; Gute Ervartung, 6 Rob. 182; Pana- 
ghia Rhonba, 12 Moore P. C. 168. 5. It is immaterial, in a 
case like this, how the vessel came to her knowledge, and 
whether the blockade be de facto only, or also directed by pro- 
clamation from the supreme power. Mercurius, 1 Rob. 82; 
Rolla, 6 Rob, 364; Franciska, 10 Moore P. C. 58; 3 Phill. 
Int. Law, 384. 

Mr. C. L. Woodbury, for the claimants, contended—1. That 
so far as relates to the ports of North Carolina, the proclama- 
tions of the President and of Commodore Pendergrast only 
show an intention to create a blockade of those ports. In 
fact no blockade was established after said proclamation and 
before the sailing of the Revere on this voyage. The procla- 
maticns only show a paper blockade; there is no evidence of 
an actual blockade, ‘The Betsey, 1 C. Rob. 93; the Henrick 
and Maria, 1 C. Rob. 146; the Mercurius, 1 C. Rob. 82; the 


Neptunus, 1 C. Rob. 171; the Juffrow M. Schroeder, 3 C. Rob. 
156; the Nancy, 1 Acton, 57; 2. According to the law of na- 
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tions, as understood by the United States Government, not 
merely a proclamation, but an actual warning to vessels ap- 
proaching a blockading port must be given. The President’s 
proclamation of 19th April declares that “if any vessel, with 
a view to violate the blockade, shall approach the port, . . 
she will be duly warned,” &c., and provides for capture only in 
case of a renewed attempt. Fitzsimmons v. Newport Insu- 
rance Company, 4 Cranch. 199. ‘Treaty with Great Britain, 
1794, art. 18; with Prussia, 1828, art. 13; and treaties with 
fourteen other powers, were referred to by counsel. Diplo- 
matic Correspondence of the United States, 1 Elliot’s Am. Dip. 
Code, 529, 530, n.; 3 Am. State Papers, tit. ‘‘ Foreign Relations,” 
pp- 149, 155,170. The notice must be of the specific port, and 
must be of an existing fact, and not of probabilities or inten- 
tions. See cases cited under the first point. The “warning” 
in the proclamation is a technical term, and requires notice at 
the port by the blockading force. Maryland Insurance Com- 
~~ Woods, 6 Cranch. 49; Medeiras v. Hill, 8 Bing. 231. 
3. pretended notice by the Preble was not in conformity 
to the American law. It was not “near the blockaded port,” 
nor “endorsed on her register,” as required by the proclamation. 
Nor did it relate to the port of Beaufort. No vessel but one 
actually investing Beaufort was competent to warn the Revere. 
There is no evidence that she attempted to violiate the block- 
ade after its existence was known to her. 

Mr. Dana (for the captors) in reply.—It is to be presumed 
that a belligerent does not intend to diminish the powers the 
law of nations gives him. The proclamation of blockade of 
North Carolina, April 27th, makes no reference to “ warning.” 
If it must be held to adopt that of April 19th, the true con- 
struction is that a vessel about to violate the blockade, in igno- 
rance of it, shall have warning and endorsement on her register. 
The United States has never claimed that a vessel affected with 
recent and authentic knowledge is entitled, or shall be so by 
treaty, to go to the very port for a formal warning. 1 Kent's 
Com, 149, 153; Seaton v. Fry, 5 Cranch. 341; Maryland Insu- 
vance Company v. Woods, 6 Cranch. 48; Radcliffe v. Union 
Company, 7 John’s, 47; Fitzsimmons v. Newport Insurance 
Company, 4 Cranch. 185; A blockade once effectually esta- 
blished by the supreme powers, and notified by proclamation, 
must be presumed by the neutral to continue. Neptunus, 1 
Rob. 171; 3 Ph, Int. Law, 385. The British Treaty of 1794 
(expired) applied only to vessels sailing without knowledge. 
U. 8. Laws, vol. 8, p. 125. The Columbia, 1 Rob. 154; Shep- 
herdess, 5 Rob. 262; Betsey, 1 Rob. 334. The Prussian Treaty 
was put on the ground of the remoteness of the two countries, 
which rendered recent and authentic information impossible. 
But this vessel, having used papers giving a false destination, 
when boarded by the Preble, and given a false account, and so 
prevented a formal warning being given to her by that ship, 
cannot set up the want of warning. 

Spracuz, J.—This vessel, with a cargo of fish and salt, was 
on the tenth day of September last captured by the United 
States ships of war Cambridge and Susquehanna, as she was 
attempting to enter the harbour of Beaufort in the State of 
North Carolina, and sent to this port for adjudication. The 
claimant is a British subject residing at Yarmouth, N.S., and 
is the owner of the vessel and cargo. In this first prize suit 
which has come before me, I have derived great aid from the 
able arguments and thorough: investigations of the learned 
counsel. The counsel on both sides have referred to and relied 
u the proclamations of the President of the United States 
of the 19th and 27th of April last, and of Commodore Pen- 
dergrast of the 30th of the same month. The ground upon 
which the captors ask for condemnation is the violation or at- 
tempted violation of blockade. The existence of the war, and 
the authority of the President and naval commanders to insti- 
tute a blockade of Beaufort and other ports in North Carolina 
are not controverted, but it is insisted by the counsel for the 
claimant, in the first place, that no blockade was actually 
established; and, secondly, that if there was, this vessel had 
not been warned in the manner prescribed by the President’s 
page of the 19th of April. The first question, then, 

: Was there an effective blockade of the port of Beaufort at 
the time of this capture? The President, in his proclamation 
of the 19th of April announced that there would be a block- 
ade, by a competent force, of the ports of the states therein 
mentioned. And by the subsequent proclamation of the 27th 
of April it was declared that an efficient blockade of the ports 
of Virginia and North Carolina would also be established. The 
proclamation by Commodore Pendergrast of the 30th of April, 
dated off Fortress Monroe, warned all persons interested that 
he had a sufficient naval force there for the purpose of carrying 
out the President’s proclamation of the 27th of April. Not- 





withstanding these proclamations it appears that this vessel 
subsequently made a voyage from Yarmouth, N.S., to Beau- 
fort, N.C., where she arrived some time in June with a cargo 


of fish. She there took on board a cargo of turpentine, and 
sailed on her return voyage, and soon after leaving Bea 
was boarded by the U. S. gunboat Dayliyht, the captain of which 
said to the master of the Revere, as the latter deposes,—“ You 
are all right this time, and I have no authority to stop you; 
there’s no blockade. .... I suppose there will be a blockade 
along here by and bye.” If we take into view other parts of 
the master’s testimony, we must doubt the accuracy of his re- 
port of this conversation. But the fact that such a voyage 
was made goes far to show that Commodore Pendergrast had 
not then made such disposition of his force as to constitute an 
efficient blockade of the port of Beaufort: but the declaration 
of the captain of the Daylight was, at least, an admonition as 
to a future voyage. The Revere proceeded to Halifax, there 
loaded with fish and salt, and about the 24th of August sailed 
on the voyage in which she was captured. ‘The communication 
by mail and telegraph between the United States and Halifax 
was regular and rapid. The first mate, in answer to the 21st 
interrogatory, says: “I had heard—and I suppose the master 
must have heard—that the port of Beaufort was blockaded; I 
heard of it in Halifax, and that the blockade was effective. After 
leaving Halifax I discussed it with the master, and he told me he 
had word from the owner to go to Beaufort and see if it was 
blockaded.” And in answer to the 22nd interrogatory he says: 
“ I knew the port of Beaufort was blockaded, as I saw it in the 
papers at Halifax.” That the owner and master had reason to 
believe that Beaufort was blockaded is also shown by the falée 
destination held out by the ship’s papers. The clearance, 
manifest, and shipping articles declare the voyage to be from 
Halifax to Key West, and yet the actual voyage intended and 
prosecuted was direct from Halifax to Beaufort. Of this there 
can be no doubt. Three depositions have been taken—those of 
the master, the mate, and cook. All state that the Revere 
went directly from Halifax to Beaufort, and was werpeg ney be 
enter that port. This fact is not indeed disclosed in the 
instance, for in answer to the earlier interrogatories they say 
that the vessel was bound for Key West. By this they must 
have meant that such was her ostensible or paper desti 
For, subsequently, in answer to more pointed interrogatories, 
they all declare that the first port that this vessel attempted to 
enter was Beaufort, and was prevented by seeing the ue- 
hanna there; upon which she put about, and was soon - 
wards intercepted by the Cambridge, the Susquehanna being 
in sight. Even the master’s deposition will be found in the 
latter part to clearly admit this, in answer to the more search- 
ing interrogatories, although in the earlier part of his deposition 
he manifests a disposition to mislead. And there is in many 
parts a disingenuousness which impairs his credit. Besides 
this testimony, the letter of instructions from the owner to the 
master also points to a direct voyage to Beaufort. It begins by 
saying: “ You will proceed to Key West. On your 
down you may call off Beaufort, and if the port is not blocked 
you may goin.” Here; in the form of a permission, it is dis- 
tinctly enunciated that his first port was to be Beaufort, andif 
he could not enter there, the letter proceeds to say that he may 
if he thinks proper return to Alexandria, sell his cargo, and 
get a load of corn, in which case he is instructed in what man- 
ner to obtain funds. The letter at last says, If you go to Key 
West you must do the best you can as back freight, &e. 
From this it is clearly to be inferred that the master was first 
to go to Beaufort, and if he could not enter there to proceed 
next to Alexandria if practicable, and only in the last resort to 
goto Key West. Instructions are given as to obtaining a re- 
turn cargo in case he should go to Alexandria or Key West, but 
none if he went to Beaufort. The owner himself, as well as the 
master, had been to that place in the preceding voyage, and 
probably then made arrangements with consignees for another 
voyage. That the master understood his orders to be to go 
direct to Beaufort is apparent from his declaration to his mate 
after leaving Halifax. Besides this, there is 2 pregnant state- 
ment made by the master as to his interest. He at first says if 
he had made the voyage, he was, in addition to his wages, to 
have one-eighth of the vessel; and afterwards he says if he 
made a successful voyage he was to have one-eighth of her. 
Now why this extraordinary contingent compensation, unless 
for some extraordinary service? If the actual destination was 
to Key West, as represented by the papers, there could be 
nothing calling for the stimulus of so great a reward, and no 
profits could be anticipated which would warrant it. But ifhe 
should run a blockade both fin and out, the skill, hazard, and 
profits might well warrant this i incentive and 
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reward. I have adverted to this evidence of a false and de- 
ceptive destination merely as proof that the owner had such 
information and apprehension of a blockade as induced him to 
resort to these false representations for the purpose of deceiving 
the cruisers of the United States, I shall have occasion to 
return to this deception hereafter for another purpose. On her 
age from Halifax to Beaufort the Revere was overhauled 

y the U. S. ship of war Preble. This was off Cape Hatteras, 
and, as the mate says, two days before the capture. The master 
says it was about sixty miles east of Hatteras “ and something 
like three days” before the capture. The log-book has not 
been found or accounted for. The mate is the more reliable 
witness, The officer of the Preble examined the Revere’s papers, 
and the master says that the officer asked him if he was going 
into any of the places along there, to which hereplied that he was 
going to Key West; that the officer told him that he could not go 
into any of the portsnear there. The mate testifies that the officer 
“ told us the news, and that there was a blockade all along.” 
The Revere was permitted to proceed, and continued her 
voyage direct for Beaufort. When nearing that port for the 
purpose of entering it, she saw the Susquehanna about three 
miles off, and immediately put about to avoid her, About 
an hour afterwards, as the mate says, she was met and cap- 
tured by the Cambridge, the Susquehanna being still in sight. 
The mate expressly says that the port was blockaded, and. all 
agree that the ground of capture and detention was an at- 
tempted infraction of ablockade. I cannot doubt that there 
was at that time an actual and efficient blockade of the port 
of Beaufort. How long it had existed cannot certainly be 
determined. There is reason to believe that it was some 
time before this vessel left Halifax. But the force actually 
found before the port, and the notice given by the Preble, is 
satisfactory evidence that the blockade existed at the time she 
overhauled and examined the Revere. The second ground of 
defence relied upon is that this vessel had no warning endorsed 
upon her register, as set forth in the President’s proclamation 
the 19th of April. The counsel for the captors has re- 
marked that the proclamation of the 27th says nothing of any 
warning. I do not think it necessary to consider the question 
taised by that suggestion, but shall examine the question upon 
ip assumption that the ports of North Carolina are placed in 
€ same condition as the ports of the states named in the 
Prior proclamation. It is insisted by the counsel for the 
claimants that if a blockade actually existed, and this was 
known to the master and owner before the vessel left Halifax, 
still she had « right to proceed to Beaufort, and was entitled 
to have a warning endorsed upon her register by a ship of war, 
and was not subject to capture unless she attempted to enter 
he port after such endorsement, In support of this proposi- 
tion an argument of much force has been presented from the 
language of the proclamation and the decision of the Supreme 
Court inthe Maryland Insurance Go. v. Woods, 6 Cranch 29, 
snd other authorities cited by the counsel for the claimants, 
in. the other hand itis contended that by the true construction 
of the proclamation only those who are ignorant of the 
are entitled to the warning and endorsement. And 

that it is not to be presumed that a belligerent would gratu- 
itously narrow his own rights to his own injury; that by the 
law of nations this vessel had such information and notice as 
to preclude her from the right to inquire at the port and at- 
verre toenter. This view is strengthened by the earlier part 
of the proclamation, which declares that a blockade is set on 
foot in pursuance of the law of nations. The notice given to 
the world by Commodore Pendergrast evidently gives to the 
proclamation the construction contended for by the captors. 
After referring to the proclamation, and stating that he had 
sufficient force for carrying it into effect, he says: “ All 
vessels passing the Capes of Virginia, coming from a dis- 
tance, and ignorant of the proclamation, will be warned off.” 
The world thus had notice that those only were to be warned 
who were ignorant. This question of a necessity of a warn- 
ing and endorsement came before the eminent Admiralty 
Judge in the Southern District of New York in the case of 
the Hiawatha, which had left the port of Richmond, and he 
held that previous, knowledge of the blockade dispensed with 
the necessity of a warning. In the case of the brig Hallis 
Jackson, which was attempting to enter a blockaded port, 
the same learned judge, ‘according to a newspaper report, 
said she was not entitled to be warned off, “ if approaching 
with intent to violate the blockade.” These and other cita- 
tions made by the learned counsel for the captors, are weighty 
authorities. But I do not think it necessary to decide this 
question, because in the case now before me there is an element 
which has not been adverted to by the counsel for the claimant. 





He has contended that under the proclamation the Revere, 
with information of the existence of the blockade, had a right 
to sail directly from Halifax to this port, and to enter it, if 
not there warned off in the manner set forth in the proclama- 
tion; and that, until such warning, she was not liable to capture 


for an attempt to enter. Now, if a neutral can in any case 
claim this great indulgence, it can only be when he has con- 
ducted with fairness. He certainly cannot be entitled to it 
when he has deliberately presented a false destination upon all 
the ship’s documents for the purpose of deceiving belligerent 
cruisers. Deceptive practices on the part of neutrals are 
animadyerted upon, and penal consequences denounced, in the 
numerous cases cited by the learned counsel for the captors. 
Thus, if a neutral owner of a ship, or a part of a cargo, en- 
deavours to cover enemies’ property, he forfeits his own as a 
nally Eenrom, 2 Rob. 1; Graaf Bernstof, 3 Rob. 110; 
Dos fermanos, 2 Wheat, 76. A false destination always weighs 
against a neutral, and is oftentimes fatal. If the real voyage 
be of doubtful legality, and one to be carefully watched, 
a false destination is sufficient ground for condemnation, 
In the Ebenezer, 6 Rob. 250, a neutral ship appeared by her 
papers to have been bound from Bordeaux to Embden, and 
then to have entered upon a new voyage to Antanas Sir 
William Scott thought that the voyage was substantially one 
from Bordeaux to Antwerp, and that the destination to Embden 
was held out for the purpose of deception, and he condemned 
the vessel and cargo solely on that ground. He did not deny 
the right of the neutral to go directly and ayowedly from Bor- 
deaux to Antwerp, but placed the condemnation on the ground 
of the false representation by the papers, On page 266 he 
uses this language: “It is said that there has been no fraud 
practised ; that the parties were doing no more than they 
might have done in a direct way. But isit no fraud? Is it 
not rather a double fraud, to represent the voyage from Bor- 
deaux to have been to Embden, and the voyage to Antwerp to 
have been froma neutral port? Is the holding out Embden 
as one of the terms of each voyage nothing to lull to sleep the 
suspicions of British cruisers? And when I say suspicions I 
mean legal suspicions, as to the presumption of enemies’ pro- 
yy and the rules under which that presumption would 
e a subject of more rigorous investigation. it was 
practised as to’ the destination; and I must think a fraudulent 
deceit, for the express purpose of evading the jealousy -— 
vigilance with which a direct destination in such a trade woul 
have been considered. I shall therefore reject this claim.” 
In the Carolina, 3 Rob. 75, 4 neutral shipped goods from 
Bayonne ostensibly to Altona, but really for Ostend. Sir 
William Scott refused to permit the shipper to go into evidence 
of his neutral character, by further proof, because of this falee 
destination, and the property was condemned. The decision 
was not placed upon the ground that a direct voyage from 
Bayonne to Ostend was illegal. On page 77 he says: “Had 
there been any fair contingent deliberative intention of going 
to Ostend, that. ought to have appeared in the bills of lading, 
For it ought not to be an absolute destination to Hamburg, if 
it was at all a question whether the ship might not go to Ostend, 
a port of the enemy. There is then an undue and fraud 
concealment of an important circumstance which ought to have 
been disclosed. The Pheniz, 3 Rob. 186, is a case of false 
destination and condemnation. for that reason. So also the 
Star, an American vessel, mentioned in the note, page 193, 
The following are also cases of false destinations: the Amert- 
can, 3 Rob. 36; the Franklin, 3 Rob 217, There are several 
other cases cited by the learned counsel, for the captors, where 
the same doctrine is adverted to. This vessel, aa we have, seen, 
sailed directly from Halifax for a blockaded port, a voyage 
not only to be closely watched, but. to be intercepted, and, pre- 
vented by our ships of war. The master. and. owner, havit 
not only previous notice that 4 blockade was intended, but in- 
formation that it had been actually established, inserted in all 
the vessel’s documents the false declaration that the voyage 
was to Key West, and this was done for the fraudulent purpose 
of deceiving belligerent cruisers. Nor is thisall. That in- 
tended deception was actually consummated. When off 
Hatteras this vessel was overhauled by the United States ship 
of war Preble. An officer was sent on board, who examined 
the papers and questioned the master as to thedestination. ¥ 
declared that she was bound to Key West; and thereupon the 
officer, after giving the master express notice that he could not 
go into any of the ports along there, permitted her to proce 
Now if the officer of the Preble had known the actual destina- 
tion of this vessel, it. would haye been his duty to take 
measures to prevent her reaching it, and it is to be presum 
that he would haye done so either by a formal warning 
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endorsement at the proper place, or by other effective means. 
This he omitted to do; and, deceived by false representations, 


! terest to take a retrcspective view of the capital convictions 


written and verbal, permitted her to goon her way unaccompanied | 


and unpursued, and thereupon she continued her voyage direct 
for Beaufort, was captured in attempting to enter that port, 
and the owner now sets up the want of a formal warning as 2 
defence, He thus asks the Court to give him the fruits of his 


fraud and deception. His claim filed in this suit states that the | 
Revere “ cleared and sailed for Key West, on which voyage she | 


was captured.” Thus persistent has the claimant been in mis- 
representing the destination and character of this voyage. The 
vessel and cargo must be condemned. To avoid misapprehen- 
sion, I would remark that as against the rebels, the United 
States have both sovereign and belligerent rights. In esta- 
blishing the blockade they have exercised only the latter, and I 
have dealt with the case before me accordingly. Asa sovereign 
they might, by a municipal regulation, have interdicted all 
commerce with ports in the States of the insurgents. 





FRANCE. 


_A ph lately went the round of the English 
journals describing how a fish was actually produced as a 
witness in a court of law. A case not quite analogous, in 
which the testimony of a bird was concerned, occurred about 
the same time before the Tribunal of Correctional Police, 
where a tailor named Troulet was tried for illegally detaining 


& parrot, said to be above 100 years old, the property of a M. | 


Grellat, which, according to that gentleman’s account, had 
been an heirloom in his family for several generations. The 
bird made his escape by the window about two months ago, 
and, notwithstanding a strict inquiry through the neighbour- 
hood, and posting-bills offering a reward of 60f. for its recovery, 
not a word was heard of it till a few days since, when the 
concierge of the house opposite M. Grellat’s informed him that 
his parrot was in the possession of a tailor residing in the 
house under her charge. M. Grellat.lost no time in repairing 
to the tailor’s apartment and demanding his parrot. Troulet, 
however, positively declared that he had never seen the bird, 
and an angry discussion arose, which was at last interrupted 
by a third apenker, no less than Poll herself, who from the next. 
room called out, “ Monsieur Grellat!” in a loud voice, much 
to the confusion of her temporary master. Before the Court 
the tailor pretended in his defence that he had never heard 
to whom the bird belonged, and knew nothing of the 60f. 
offered for its recovery. The President here reminded him 
that he had denied having the bird, which he would not 
have done if he had not wished to keep it. The accused de- 
clared that he would rather have 60f. than a dozen such birds 
—a remark which excited the indignation of M. Grellat, who 
prvtoeted against so low a value being set on a bird which had 

own the reign of Louis XV. As the dishonest intention of 
the accused was evident, the Tribunal condemned the tailor 
to eight days imprisonment. 





The exposition of the situation of the empire presented to the 
Senate and tothe Corps Legislatif at the opening of the present 
session, announced that during the year 1860 the number of 
criminal prosecutions had again diminished, with the exception 
of prosecutions for crimes against property, which remained 
the same as in the year 1859. Without knowing the result of 
the year 1861 with respect to crime, it is confidently expected 
that the returns when published will show a further improve- 
ment in public morality, and that the number of capital con- 
victions have decreased to a figure lower than any published 
for the last twenty-one years, with the exception of Algeria, 
which has supplied one-fourth of the convictions recorded, and 
with the exception of the year 1834, which was remarkably 
free from crime. During the year 1861 there were 35 capital 
convictions, of which 20 were executed. Algeria figures for 9 
capital convictions and for 8 executions, of which none of the 
criminals were French. ‘The number of capital convictions 
in the 89 departments of France is consequently reduced to 
26, and the executions to 12. The preceding year there were 
39 capital convictions in France and 27 executions, so that in 
the year 1861 there was a diminution of 13 capital convictions 
and 15 executions. Of these 26 convictions 21 were for mur- 
der followed by robbery or other crime, 2 for parricide, 1 for 
poisoning, 1 for infanticide, 1 for arson. Murder accompanied 
by robbery forms, consequently, a large proportion of the 
crimes punished by death. This is the result invariably pro- 
duced every year, It may not, consequently, be without in- 





for the last 30 years. 

From the year 1831 to the year 1860 inclusively, the Courts 
of Assize in France have pronounced 1,566 sentences of 
death, and 977 heads have fallen on the scaffold. The follow- 
ing are the number of capital convictions and executions dur- 
ing these years:— 
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INDIA. 


Mr. Ritchie’s new measure for punishing’all breaches of 
contract committed in bad faith has called forth a spirited dis- 
cussion in the Council, and has been referred to a Select Com- 
mittee. The repudiator of a contract, against whom it can 
be proved in the civil court that he has shown * bad faith’ 
without ‘reasonable excuse,’ and after having received ‘ sub- 
stantial consideration’ either in cash or otherwise, is liable to 
be consigned to the civil gaol, where he must maintain himself, 
or failing that must submit to labour, when the State will 
support him. His property will still be liable for the amount 
involved in the contract. That part of the bill which provides 
that the defendant shall be liable for the profit the plaintiff 
would have made if the transaction had been completed will, 
doubtless, be more clearly defined. But otherwise the careful 
explanation of the terms ‘ bad faith,’ &c., is so much in favour 
of the repudiator, and against the capitalist, that the stoutest 
opponent of the bill might well call it ‘ mild and gentle,’ Its 
first and best result will be, not only to act as a deterrent from 
fraud, but to check the system of cash advances to which the 
Asiatic is so wedded, and, by creating credit and confidence 
on both sides, to allow advances to be made, when they cannot 
be dispensed. with by the cultivator or trader, at low rates of 
interest. The bill is opposed by two of the native members, 
who do not seem to understand it, and by two of the old 
civilian members, whose objection to it is that that the number 
of parties put in gaol for repudiation will be so large that the 
State will be unable to pay for them. This we believe to be 
imaginary; but, even if true, their labour will more than 
support them, 


el 


Rediew. 
The Law of Uses. By Wittiam Hanpury Jowns, Esq. Lon- 

don: Stevens, Sons, & Haynes. 1862. 

Dr. Maine, in his treatise on ancient law, of which there ap- 
peared a review Sol. Jour. vol. 5,p. 493, has ancient 
laws and forms are usually adapted to fresh states of society 
in a threefold manner—by fictions, equity, and legislation. Ww 
have had abundant evidences of the truth of this theory in the 
development of our own jurisprudence, Our readers are fa- 
miliar with the fact that the Court of Common Pleas alone for- 
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merly possessed jurisdiction in civil actions between subjects, 
and that the Courts of Queen’s Bench and Exchequer en- 
croached on the province of the Court of Common Pleas by 
means of fictions. A plaintiff in the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, averred that the defendant had committed a trespass; 
while in the Court of Exchequer a plaintiff had to aver that 
he was a debtor to the Crown, and disabled from discharging 
his debt to the Crown by means of the delinquency of the de- 
fendant, Fictions and legislation appear to have been applied 
to our system of jurisprudence before the rise of the Court of 
Chancery. Indeed, if the clerks in chancery had acted fairly 
in accordance with the spirit of the Statute of Westminster 2, 
which gave the writ “on the case,” there would have been no 
necessity for recourse to any extraordinary tribunal. But, 
the clerks in Chancery ‘out of which all common law 
writs formerly issued, limited the application of the Statute of 
Westminster 2 to cases of mediate trespass. The consequence 
was that Primate Waltham devised the writjof subpoena return- 
able, not in any of the common law courts, but in the Chancery 
itself. Legislation, however, as it preceded, so also it succeeded, 
the rise of the Court of Chancery, Trusts were turned into 
legal estates by the statute 27 Hen, 8, c. 10 (the Statute of 
Uses) which effected a complete revolution in our real property 
system, and rendered many limitations good even at law, which 
the cast-iron system of the common law would have never 
allowed. 

We know no branch of our real property law on which a 
concise and practical treatise has been more needed than that 
on which Mr. Jones has treated. The law of uses generally, 
and that of powers in particular, has had but a very incomplete 
exposition. “ Sanderson Uses,” and Lord St. Leonards’ edition 
of “Gilbert on Uses,” are almost the only formal treatises on 
this important branch of law. The subject of powers, indeed, 
has been treated of elaborately by Lord St. Leonards and Mr. 
Chance. But both these treatises, while possessing each 
peculiar merits, have likewise special defects. Lord St. 
Leonards’ work is, perhaps, more metaphysical than the practi- 
tioner should desire, while the latter author has incumbered 
his book with excessive minuteness of trivial details. 

Mr. Jones treats of uses chiefly from ¢# theoretical 
point of view. The practical merits of his bookare not, per- 
haps, very considerable. But the author has, on the whole, 
performed his task creditably. He gives a philosophic account 
of the origin of the rule that a freehold cannot be made 
to commence in futuro. The reason usually assigned for 
this dogma is that there should be always a tenant to 
the precipe; that is, a person responsible for all the 
political and feudal duties incident to the ownership of the 
freehold. But this account is frivolous, for A., the grantor, 
might continue in possession until the contingency on which 
the freehold was limited to B. happened, and A., consequently, 
could meantime perform the feudal and political burdens of his 
freehold, just as if A. were a particular tenant and B.a remain- 
derman. Mr. Jones’s account of the matter is that the livery 
of seisin, and not the charter, operated as the conveyance, the 
charter being only evidence of thelivery. A charter, therefore, 
professing to convey a freehold at a future day operated to pass 
nothing, and proved nothing. It was merely evidence of an 
intention to convey a freehoid, and mere intention without a 
livery was of no avail. The work is interspersed with many 
interesting and philosophic explanations of rules like this 
which are happily becoming daily of less importance, 

Mr. Jones is of opinion* that the doctrine of the Scintilla Jur is 
was sound in point of theory, but that, owing to long usage, 
it was properly disregarded by conveyancers. We concur with 
Mr. Jones in his opinion of the scintilla, A use cannot be 
more extensive than the seisin on which it is grafted. If a 
releasee to uses died without an heir, a cestwis que use or av- 
pointee under the release would take nothing. The lord by 
escheat would not be subject to the use¢ or appointment. 
The author, however, thinks that the practice would have been 
considered by the judges as settling the point; just as the pur- 
chaser of an attendant term excluded a dowress even with 
notice of her claim. Theory was against this; but usage 
validated it. So likewise might custom have been supposed 
to supersede the operation of the scintilla. It has, however, as 
our readers are aware, been formally abolished by the 7th 
section of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, Lord St. Leonards’ Act to 
amend the law of property. 

In the second chapter the author treats “of uses before the 
statutes relating thereto.” This was a necessary introduction 
to a view of the present law of uses. Whatever was a good 
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trust before the statute may now be a valid legal use. Doubt- 
fal questions on uses at the present day may be resolved by 
asking, would the disputed limitation have been good before the 
statute?’ The doctrine of privity of estate, and privity of 
person in respect of the estate, which are the two most cssen- 
tial criteria of a use or trust, are succinctly and clearly 
treated of in this chapter. 

The autlior, in the sixth chapter, discusses the “ distinction 
of ownerships before and after the statute.” He gives exam- 
ples of various common law rules, which the doctrine of 
usesehas superseded He appears to concurf in opinion with 
Lord St. Leonards and Mr, Preston, that no question of per- 
petuity could arise at the common law. Mr, Lewis had a 
doubt on the matter. For our part, we have no hesitation in 
stating that we consider a common law conveyance to be 
almost as liable to difficulties in respect of remoteness as a 
conveyance under the statute. 

Chapter eight is very meagre. It professes to treat “ of the 
several kinds of uses.” Under such a heading we would na- 
turally expect to find a classification and description of all the 
different species of uses, Except, however, a few observations on 
the distinction between uses by resultancy, by implication, and 
remaining uses, the author might as well have omitted this 
chapter, so little does it contain of any importance. In the 
twelfth chapter, which professes to treat of springing, shifting, 
or secondary uses, the author observes, “to enter into any dis- 
cussion on the various and complicated questions which arise 
on these uses or on similar limitations by way of executory 
devise, would be foreign to the purpose of this work.” We 
think, on the contrary, that no relevant observation on the law 
of springing or shifting uses would have been inappropriate in 
the treatise before us. The fifteenth chapter, which relates to 
powers, is also rather barren, considering the prolific nature of 
its subject. We should naturally have expected to find here 
some account of the nature of powers reserved in deeds of bar- 
gain and sale and covenents to stand seised, the suspension of 
powers appendant, and the indestructibility of powers simply 
collateral. With the exception, however, of a few appropriate 
observations on the extinguishment and suspension of powers 
appendant, by a sale or mortgage of the estate to which the 
power is appendant, the chapter on powers contains little that 
is of any practical importance. The seventeenth chapter treats 
of the “ operation of uses on an ordinary marriage settlement 
by tenant in fee simple or by tenant for life, with remainder to 
his son in tail,” and contains a considerable amount of useful 
matter digested in a good order. Throughout the work, how- 
ever, we find a frequent departure from its primary scope. The 
author appears to treat, not so much of uses as of the whole 
law of property. The law of uses, indeed, could not be discusse 
without a constant reference to the nature and extent of the 
seisin upon which they are engrafted;—at the same time, we 
find both in Sanders and Gilbert a sufficient regard to the spe- 
cialities of their subject to constitute their treatises distinct 
wholes on the branch of law to which they relate. Mr. Jones 
has treated his subject, we think, too discursively, and, though 
he often displays a vigorous hand, we do not think that its parts 
are so closely welded together as to recommend itself for its 
symmetry to students, for whom, as the author informs us in 
the preface, it has been mainly intended. ; 

We consider this book to be a good and sound treatise, but 
we cannot say that it is exhaustive or practical, and, even to 
students, it will be found to be but of limited utility, owing 
to the vast extent of ground over which it ranges. It 
might, we think, have been termed “the philosophy of uses,” or 
“the relations and analogies of uses to the common law.” Itis 
a fancy production. It treats of uses from certain peculiar 
points of view, but does not, except in a very cursory way, analyse 
the peculiar principles upon which uses have been founded. 
“It is not for the well-versed lawyer,” the author observes* in 
the preface, “‘ these pages mainly are intended, but for the legal 
pupil, or solitary student.” Even for the latter a treatise on 
uses should be constructed with a close regard to first princi- 
ples, in order to render it a useful source of instruction. The 
work shows much erudition and philosophic power on the 
part of the author, and is, on the whole, a very creditable per- 
formance, although its practical merits and utility are, as we 
have endeavoured to show, limited. ‘The book contains cita- 
tions of very few cases, but has a good table of contents, 
and a tolerably copious index. 
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Law Students’ Fournal. 


EASTER TERM EXAMINATION. 


The examiners appointed for the examination of persons ap- 
plying to be admitted attorneys have appointed Monday the 
28th and Tuesday the 29th instant, at half-past nine 
in the forenoon, at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, in Chancery-lane, in order to be examined. The exa- 
mination will commence at ten o’clock precisely, and close at 
four o’clock each day. 

Articles of clerkship and assignment, if any, with answers 
to the questions as to due service, according to the regulations 
approved by the Judges, must be left with the secretary on or 
before Monday, the 21st instant. 

Where the articles have not expired, but will expire during 
the term, or in the vacation following such term, the candidate 
may be examined conditionally; but the articles must be left 
within the first seven days of term, and answers up to that time. 
If part of the term has been served with a Barrister, Special 
Pleader, or London agent, answers to the questions must be 
obtained from them as to the time served with each re- 
spectively. 

On the first day of examination papers will be delivered to 
each candidate, containing questions to be answered in writing, 
classed under the several heads of—1. Preliminary. 2. Com- 
mon and Statute Law, and Practice of the Courts. 3. Convey- 
ancing. 

On the second day further papers will be delivered to each 
candidate, containing questions to be answered in—4. Equity, 
and Practice of the Courts. 5 Bankruptcy, and Practice of 
the Courts. 6. Criminal Law, and Proceedings before Justices 
of the Peace. 

Each candidate is required to answer all the preliminary 
questions (No. 1); and also to answer in three of the other 
heads of inquiry, viz.:—Common Law, Conveyancing, and 
Equity. The examiners will continue the practice of proposing 
questions in Bankruptcy and in Criminal Law and Proceedings 
before Justices of the Peace, in order that candidates who have 
given their attention to these subjects may have the advantage 
of answering such questions, and having the correctness of their 
answers in departments taken into consideration in sum- 
ming up the merit of their general examination. 

In case the testimonials were deposited in a former term, 
they should be re-entered, the fee paid, and the answers com- 
pleted to the time appointed. 

Candidates, under the 4th section of the Attorneys Act, 1860, 
may, on application, obtain copies of the Further Questions 
relating to the ten years’ service antecedent to the Articles of 
Clerkship. 


a — 
—> 


Public Companies. 


BILLS IN PARLIAMENT 
For THE ForMaTION OF New Lines OF RAILWAY IN 
ENGLAND AND WALES. 
The following Bills have passed through Committee in the 
House of Commons :— 
CRYSTAL PaLace AND SoutH Lonpon. 
Lonvon, Bricuton, aNp Sout Coast. 
Mip-Sussex anD MIDHURST, 
RowsLeY AND Buxton, 
SHREWSBURY AND WELSHPOOL. 
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Court Papers. 


Court of Chancerp. 
SITTINGS.—Easter TERM, 1862. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. we steeee os 
turday .. 
Westminster. Monday ....28 > Appeals. 
Tuesd., Apr. 15 { ADP. mins, Pins. Wednesday 30 
Uinedia's a rie eet mtns. & apps. 
Wedns., An 16 Saturday .. 3 
Thursda 17} Appeals. Monday .... 5> Appeals. 
Wedne: y “ts. - Appeals. Tuesday .... 6 
Thursday ..24..App.mtns. & apps. Wednesday . 7 








* Tage ix. 


Tuesday. 
Notice.—The days (if any) on which 


Wedns., 
Thursday 
Wednesday. .23 


Thursday ..24 








~f - App. mtns. & apps. 
"5 Appeals. 


£ 
Monday ....12.. Petitions and apps. 
Tuesday .. ee 3.13. . App. mtns. & apps. 


Nortics.—The days (if any) on which 
the Lord Chancellor shall be en- 
gaged in the House of Lords are 
excepted. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Westminster. 
Tuesd., Apr. 15. . Motions. 
Chancery-lane. 
Tamaas i} 
wu «+17 ¢ General r. 
Wednesday. .23 7 
Thursday ..24..Mtns, & gen. Pa. 
Friday......25..General paper. 
Petns., b> ge caus., 
Saturday ..26 ot ite and 
ne r. 
Mein si ge! pape 


Tuesday «+429 General paper. 
Theady.s May’ 1 -Mens, & 
iy. oe be n. 

Friday....-. 2..General paper’ 
Pemnt 't. causes, 

Saturday .. 3 adj. sums., and 
general r. 

Monday .... 5 _ 


y 
Thursday .. 8..Mtns, & gen. pa. 
Friday...... 9..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..10{adj. sums., and 


Monday .. 
Tuesday . 2.013, - Mtns. & gen. pa. 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the Thurs- 
day preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should 
be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes 
must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard, 


LORDS JUSTICES, 
Westminster. 
Tuesd , Apr. 15.. Appeal motions. 
Lincoln's Inn. 


App. mtns., app. 
Wedns., Ap. 1 foe ie 
Thursday ..17 co in lunacy & 
Wednesday. .23.. Appeals. 
Thursday ..24..App.mtns. & apps. 
Petitns. in lunacy, 
Friday......25 4 app. ptns. & bank- 
Saturd. mi —— 
urday .. 
Monday ... j Appeals. 
Apps.from the Cty. 
Tuesday ....294 Pitn. of Lancas- 
ter & appeals. 
Wednesday .30.. Appeals. 
Thrsdy., May 1..App.mtns. & apps. 
Petitns. in Pn 
Friday...... 24 app. ptns. & pank- 
rupt apps. 
+ so il ee - 
onday 
Tuesday .. 8 Appeals. 


Wednesday . 7 


Thursday .. 8..App. mtns, & apps. 


Petitns. in lunacy, 


Friday...... 94 app. — 
rupt apps., & apps. 

Saturday ..10 

Monday 12 2 } Appeals. 





1B. . App. mtns. & apps. 


the Lords Justices shal! be en- 
gaged in the Full Court, or at the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, are excepted 


V. C. Six R. T. KINDERSLEY. 
Westmiuster. 


Tuesd., Apr. 15.. Motions. 


Lincoln’s Inn. 


Ap. 16 
«17 } General paper. 


Mtns., adj. sums., 


Monday .... 
Tuesday... 4 
Wednesday. .30 


Thrsdy., May 1 iso m sums., 


Friday...... 2. aa oo “. 
it. causes, . 

Saturday .. 3 ee sums., & gen. pa. 

Monday .. 

Tuesday .. a General paper. 

Wednesday . 7 

Thursday 8 bes - TER 

Friday...... 9..Ptns, & gen. pa. 

causes, 
Saturday ...10 pt & gen. pa. 


Monday ....12..General paper. 

Tuesday ....13..Mtns. & gen. pa. 

N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked, at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so e 


V. C. Sm JOHN STUART. 
Westminster. 
Tuesd., Apr. 15. . Motions. 
Lincoln’s Inn, 


Wedns., Ap. 16..Petitions & causes. 
Thursday ..17 


ny 1..Mtns., causes, &c. 
y «eo» 2..Petns., causes, &c. 
: 3, :Sht. caus, cause. 


Wednesday . 7 

Thursday .. 8..Mtns., causes, &c. 
Friday...... 9..Petns., causes, &c. 
Saturday ..10,.Sht.caus,caus, &c. 
Monday ....12..Causes, 

Tuesday ....13.. Motions. 


N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked, at least one clear 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


ADJOURNMENT. 
Cavusts,&c.,STANDING OVER IN VICE- 
CHANCELLOR Stuart’s Covat. 
That no Cause, Motion for Decree, 

or Further Consideration shall, 

except by Order ot the Court, be 

marked to stand over, if it shall 

be within 12 of the last Cause or 

Matter in the printed Paper of the 

day for hearing. 

‘Secu. — 

Registrars’ Office, 

14th March, 1862, 


V. C. Sin W. P. WOOD, 
Westminster. 
Tuesd., Apr. 15.. Motions. 
eT Inn, 


Wedns., Ap. 
Thursday mt General paper. 


Thrsdy., May 4 -2itun. gam a 
F anceps Yj we 


Saturday .. 


Monday .... 

Tuesday .... $ General paper. 
Wednesday .. 7 

Thursday .. 8..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday...... 9. eo % 

; etns., sht. causes, 
Saturday ..10 fe general paper. 
Monday ....12..General paper. 
Tuesday 1L113. Mtns. & gen, pa. 
N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 


before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 





& gen. pa. 
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Beats. 


CANTRELL—On April 4, Joseph Thomas Cantrell, Esq., Judge of the 
County Court of Derbyshire, in the 60th year of his age. 
ee April 7, in his 24th year, William Crompton, son of Richard 
8S. Crook, Esq., of Liverpool, Barrister-at-Law. 
REEVES—On April 3, Mr. Edward Reeves, for nearly 70 years the faith- 
ful confidential clerk of Messrs. Glennie and Farquhar, Proctors, Doc- 
tor’s-commons, aged 84. 


a oa 


London Gazettes. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, April 4, 1862. 


Charch, Edmund Boy’ le, yn oe Atkinson Langdale, & Joseph Prior, 38 
y-lane, Mid Attorneys-at-Law 
ony Solicitors (Church, beet Beton March 31. By mutual 
consent, so far as regards William Atkinson Langdale. 
Greves, Edwin Thompson, & John Samuel Canning, Attorneys and 
Solicitors, Birmingham. 


Torspay, April 8, 1862. 


Kelly, William, & William Hylton Dyer Longstaffe, Attorneys-at-Law 
and Solicitors, Gateshead. March 29. By mutual consent. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, April 4, 1862. 


Angas, John Lindsay, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gent. May 1. Sols Fen- 
wicks & Falconer, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Aspinall, John, York-st, Heywood, Fi ba Tailor and Draper. April 
30. Eli Whitehead, 31 Gorsey-hill, Heywood, Schoolmaster, & John 
Marsh, Manchester-rd, Hopwood, Weaver, executors. 

Barwell, ‘Richard Stanstead Wall, her Majesty’s Consul at the Island of 
Reunion. July 1. Sols Fairfoot, Webb, & D’Aeth, 13 Clement’s-inn, 

ondon 

Fraser, George, Campden-hill, Kensington, and New City Chambers, Lon- 

don, Merchant. May 15. Sols Minet & Smith, 3 New Broad-st, Lon- 





don 

Morgan, Stephen, Harefield Grove, near Rickmansworth, Herts, Esq. 
June 5. Sols Bannister & Fache, 13 John-st, Bedford-row, Middlesex. 

Phillips, Mary, Dover-st, Folkestone, Kent, Widow. May 1. Sol Sladen, 
14 Parliament-st. 

Pink, George, Peterborough, Farmer. Sol Harvey & Cartwright, Double- 
st, ” Spalding. 

Redmayne, Thomas, Taitlands, near Settle, Yorkshire, Esq. May 31. 
Sols Hirst & Capes, Knaresboroug! h. 

Tomlinson, Thomas, Wheaton =? Staffordshire, Shoemaker. April 
30. Sol Heane, Newport, Sa 


Tuxspay, April 8, 1862. 


Barrow, Frances, formerly of Southall, but late of Claremount House, 
Paddington, Middlesex, Spinster. May 22. Sols Chisholme & Gibson, 
64 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Clayton, Robert, Tideswell, Derbyshire, Grocer, May 31. Sol Brown, 
Tideswell. 

Forrest, J‘rancis Thomas, formerly of Huyton, near Liverpool, and late of 
Liverpool, Gent. April 28. Sol Hindle, Liverpool. 

Garrett, Thomas, formerly of Portland-terrace, Regent’s Park, and late 
of Carlton-hill East, St. John’s Wood, Middlesex, Gent. May 12. Sol 
Jennings, 12 New Boswell-ct, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Ibbetson, Sir Charles Henry, Denton-park, near Otley, Yorkshire. June 1. 
Sols Fryer, Wimbourne Minster, Dorsetshire, or Cutler & Turner, 29 
Bedford-sq, Middlesex, 

Joyce, Harriet, Prior Park Farm, Lyncombe, Bath. May 21. Sols Slack 
& Simmons, | Manvers-st, Bath. 

McClelland, David, 8 Montpelier- st, Montpelier-sq, Brompton, Middlesex, 
Esq. June 6. Sol Gregson, 8 Angell-ct, Throgmorton-st, London. 

Mills, Elizabeth, London-rd, Gloucester, Spinster. May 3, Sol Bonner, 
Gloucester. 

Moser, Robert, 30 Tavistock-sq, Middlesex, Esq. May 15. Sols Ford & 
Lioyd, 4 Bloomsbury-sq. 

Phillips, Thomas, 2 East~side, Bethnal-green, Middlesex, Gent. May 12. 
Sol Taylor, 38 Coleman-st, London. 

Sander, James, Taunton, St James, Somersetshire, Gent. June 3. Sol 
Woodland, ‘Taunton. 

Shute, Ann Eliza, Grove, Lee, Kent, May 15. Sols Ford & Lloyd, 4 


oomsbnry -8q. 
Smith, Thomas Southwood, Weybridge, Surrey, Esq. June 10. Sols 
Coverdale & Co., 4 Bedford-row. 
Tomkin, Thomas, Witham, Essex, Doctor of Medicine. July 17. Sols 
Stevens & Beaumont, Witham, Essex. 
— en Flights, Ledbury, "Herefordshire Sept 29. Sol Masefield, 


Wilson, Bia Mary, Knaresborough, Widow. May 3. Sol Paley, York. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faiwar, April 4, 1862. 
—_ George, Drury-lane, Chadderton, Lancashire, Silk Weaver. April 


. Booth v. Booth, V. C. Stuart 
Bottomley, beg ae eC ba Rastrick, Halifax, Farmer. April 29. 


Crosland, Jot, , Stabb- Austonley, Almondbury, Yorkshire, Farmer. 
May 2. rmitage v. Crosland, V. C. Stuart. 

Freeman, ‘aan York-st, Portinan-sq, Middiesex. April 26. Hoare v. 
Osborne, V. C, Kindersley. 








Glaister, William, Whitrigg, | Conbetent, Gent. May 2. Glaister v. 
Glaister, M.R. 

Main, Robert, sen., Ravensbourne-park, Lewisham, Kent, Esq. April 25. 
Main ». Edwards, M.R. 

“a Jane, Ludlow, Salop, Spinster. April 10. Stevenson v. Ludlow 


Tuespay, April 8, 1862. 


Salter, William, Hayne Farm, aad | St. Mary, Devonshire, Farmer. 
May 1. Salter v. Salter, V.C, V 

Smith, Thomas, Hinckley, Lilockeecchive, Gent. April 25. Mundella v. 
Smith, M.R. 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Torspay, April 8, 1862. 


Bastable, Elisha, Belgrave House, Landpyort, Hampshire, Wholesale 
Baker and Grocer. Feb 25. Sol Ford, Portsea. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, April 4, 1862. 


Atkinson, Joseph Robert Wilkin, 6 Alma-ter, Kensington, Middlesex, Gent, 
March 8. Composition. Reg April 3. 

ere Re William, Penzance, Shop Keeper. March 8. Conveyance. Reg 
Ap 

Bartholomew, Thomas, b> sewer Woolwich, Oilman. March 26, 
Assignment, Reg April 

Bennett, Joseph, enecus. Staffordshire, Builder. March 7. Convey- 
ance. Reg April 3. 

— , John, & James Fletcher, Bradford, Manufacturing Chemist. March 


Composition. Reg March 31. 
Oneen George, Birkenhead, Grocer. March 24, Composition. Reg 
pril 2. 
Cooke, Levit, Peterborough, Northamptonshire, Baker. March 10. Assign- 
ment. Reg March 31. 
Crompton, Edward, Bolton, Shopkeeper. March 10. Composition. Reg 
April 3. 


ril 3, 

David, James, Bull Inn, Stapleton, + mere Licensed Victualler. 
March 6. Conveyance. Reg April 1 

De’Grey, Samuel, Wolverhampton, Baker. Composition, 
Reg March 31. 

Edgeworth, Thomas omy Nettlebed, Oxfordshire, Surgeon. March 22. 
Conveyance. Reg April |. 

Emery, John, Banbury, Oxfordshire, Innkeeper. March 13. Assignment. 
Reg April 3. 

Evans, Apel’ Ann, Liverpool, Wholesale Grocer. March 22. Composition. 
Reg A 

Gibson, Tene ‘Blackburn, Grocer. March 20. Conveyance. Reg April 3. 

Handley, Joseph, 397 New John-st, West, Birmingham, Steel Toy Manu- 
faccurer. March 10. Composition. Reg March 31. 

Hardy, Joseph, Great Hampton-row, — Fancy Paper Stainer. 
March7. Assignment. Reg April 3. 

Hesents Robert, Pocklington, Yorkshire, Smith and Implement Maker, 

March 5. Conveyance. Reg April 2 

Harryman, Thomas, Corner House, Mereworth, Kent, Farmer. March 8. 
Assignment. Keg March 31. 

Horne, Matthew, & Benjamin 1", Calverley, Yorkshire, Grocers. 
March 6. Composition. Reg April 

Howorth, Henry, Sowerby Bridge, Hicekmondwicke Yorkshire, Linen 
Draper. March 11, Conveyance. Reg April 1 

Maris, William, Norwich, Fruiterer. March 3. Assignment. Reg 

| 


March 31. 

McClure, Thomas, Milk-st, London, Warehouseman. March 5, Com- 
‘position. Reg April 2 

McKill, William, 184 Yorkshire- “st, Rochdale, Draper. March 11. Con- 
veyance. Reg April 2. 

Miali, Eliza, Leicester, Milliner. March 20. Composition. Reg April 3. 


March 15. 


Morrison, William Henry, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. March 31. 


Composition. Reg April 3. 

Muir, John, .12 East-st, Rochdale, Draper. 
Reg April 2. 

Parsons, William Tuersley, Northiam, Sussex, Farmer. March 5. As- 
signment. Reg April 2. 

Pye, Richard Rossall, Poulton le Fylde, Lancashire, Innkeeper. March 
29. Assignment. Reg April 3. 
teeve, Thomas Marshall, Wymondham, Norfolk, Ironmonger. March 8. 
Assignment. Reg April 2. 

Spalding, Thomus William, late of Jermyn-st, Middlesex, now of Brux- 
elles. March 6. Composition. Reg April 3. 

Weldon, Walter, 3 Faicon-ct, Fleet-st, London, Proprietor of Magazines. 
March 29. Assignment. Reg Apri ril 2 

Wilding, Martha, Bradley Green, Biddulph, Staffordshire, Grocer. March 
4. Assignment. Reg March 31. 

Wilson, George, & Sidney Leadbeatter, Mirfield, ee Millwrights 
and Machinists. March 10. Assignment. Reg April 1. 

Windsor, John, Oswestry, Salop, Machinist and Agricultural Implement 
Manufacturer. March 7. Assignment, Reg April 2. 


March 11. Conveyance. 


Tuespay, April 8, 1862. 


Abbot, ee Staines, Middlesex, Grocer. March 28. Assignment. 
Reg April 4. 

Bennett, Thomas Downes, 70 Legge-st, Birmingham, Ironfounder. March 
ll. Conveyance. Reg April 5 

Crowther, Joseph, Morley, Yorkshire, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. 
March 31. Assignment. Reg April 5 

Gould, Charles Henry, Dudley, Soda Water Manufacturer. April 2. 
Composition. Reg April 5. 

Hall, William, Wigan, Hatter. March 11. Assignment. Reg April 7. 

Hannan, William, Middlesbrough, Innkeeper. March 11. Assignment. 
Reg April 4. 


Henn, Isaac. ea Wood Screw Manufacturer, March 8. Com- 
position. Reg Ap 

sy ms Richard, Lirecpoct, Outfitter. March 26. Conveyance. Reg 
April 4 


Kenyon, Thomas, Blackbura, Draper. 
April 4, 


March 10. Assignment. Reg 
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Ea 9 ave Seah Lam Sere, emma Tarr | es i ee beast 
nee Mig ye Richmond, Surrey, Butcher. Aprill. Com- ee bad ee — z Hadegh Satu, Chemist 
oe eg toes + a Woolwich, Ironmonger. March 8. Pc acc Tag et Eaten’ Oeme bell wr. Pee Apett. 

Pain. me has oy =e Bristol, Ironmonger. March 15, Com- en nag # adhe pinta Disbyaiaes tae a Pes Agel, Widens 
ori, witer cam Dem, Lens th Maen, ehh | SOG APL st Fem Hens Wacom. Tih 


Robertson, Alexander "Gordon 
Linen and Woollen Draper. M veyance. Reg April 5. 

Small, Nathaniel em, Bedford, formerly a Brewer and Maltster. March 
4. 


Assignment. Reg April 7. 

Stott, Henry, Halifax, Grocer. March 29. Assignment. Reg April 5. 

Taylor, Jonathan, a Yorkshire, Manufacturer. March 14 
position. Reg Apri 

Tebbitt, a ,Dotdlngton ror, Kennington, Surrey, Gent. March 11. 


Tama ten Bemeel, tae Perand-t, Birmingham, Ironfounder. March 18. 
Assignment. . Reg April 7 

Vincent, John, Bristol, Victualler. March 17. Conveyance. Reg Apri 

Walter, Seale St. Germain’s-ter, High-rd, Lee, Kent, Tea Dee. 
March 11 


P 
"Gunpomnies Aaron, Oldbury, Worcestershire, Brick Maker. March 11, 
Wilson, Robert upon-Tyne, Tailor and Draper. March 
8. Assignment. = April 4. 


Wrigh ~ 4 ao = tbe Monmouthshire, Commission Merchant. 
March 19. Assignment. Reg April 7. 


Bankruypts. 
Faimary, April 4, 1862. 


Campbell, 147 Yorkshire-st, Rochdale, 
Marek 11 Con Reg A’ 


Susan Ann, Berkley Arms Inn, Aston, Worcestershire, Publican. 
ae a Worcester, m 7 at 11. ‘Sol Wilson, Worcester. 
Barton, Daniel, jun, Tymawer Farm, Malpas, Monmouthshire, Farmer. 
Pet March 27. Newport, age 16,at 10. 4 Owen, Newport. 
Beardsley, Joseph, Sneinton, Builder. Pet Aprill. Not- 
tingham, April 23 at 11. Fa, Coane, 2 


ohn, Castleford, Yor! shia Glass tle Manufacturer. Pet 
March 31. Leeds, April 14 at 11. ‘Sol Bradley, Castleford. 

Birbeck, James, 1 Sutton-place, Upper Holloway, Middlesex, Greengrocer. 
Pet April 2. London, April 15 at 2. Sol Edwards, 12 Furnival’s-inn. 
Birchenough, John, Mill-st, Macclesfield, Licensed Victualler.. Pet April 

2. Manchester, April 16 at 12, Sols Parrott & Co., Macclesfield. 
Blanden, Henry, Holls-lane, Heigham, Norwich, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
——* 2. Norwich, April 14 at 12. Sol Sadd, jan, Ni 
ton, Thomas, jun, Sidbury, Worcestershire, Commission Agent. Pet 
March 19. Worcester, April 17 at 11. Sol Wilson, Worcester. 
— Alfred, Portsea, Gasfitter. Pet March 19. TD April 15 at 
Sols Beckitt & Linett, 39 Moorgate-st, Lond 
Pet Mareh 31. Exeter, 


caad *vitiann, Bideford, goa Grocer. 
April 17 at 1. Sol Terrell, Exete 

Cave, William, Betton’s-terrace, Millwall, Poplar, Middlesex, Carpenter. 
Pet March 31. London, April 23 at 11. ‘sol Dalton, 3 Bucklersbury. 

Chadwick, William, 10 Bradshaw-st, Derby, Gardener. Pet March 28. 
Derby, April 16 at 12. Sol Such, Derby. 

Chapman, Henry, & George Goodman Payne, 69 High-st, Poplar, Middle- 
a Bi seoiey Pet March 31. April 15 at 3. Sol Parkes, 11 Beaufort- 
Li) 

curt, Gece, vege Buthérland-road, Longton, Stoke-upon-Trent, Commercial 
Traveller. Pet April 2. Stoke-upon-Trent, April 17 at 11. Sol Sutton, 


Burslem. 

Cayton, Joh Windmill-st, Lambeth, Surrey, Ironmonger. Pet April 2. 
London, April 15 at 2.30. Sols Howard, Halse, & Trustram, 66 Pater- 
noster-Tow 

Colclough, ‘Thomas, High Shutt, Cheadle, Staffordshire, Farming La- 
bourer. Pet March 29, Cheadle, April 12 at.11. Sols E. & A. Tennant, 


Hanley. 

Connor, Thomas, Colchester, Innkeeper. Pet March 22. Colchester, 
April’ 19 at 12. Sol Jones, Colchester. 

Cooper, William, Bridlington, cori, Schoolmaster. Pet April 1. 
Bridlington, 5 ee ee 19 at 10. Sol Hodgson, Great Driffield. 

Cross, Joseph, Headington, Oxfordshire, Baker. Pet March 28. 
Oxford, April 21 at 10, Sol Mallam, Oxford. 

Darby, es, Green Man Inn, Harborne, Staffordshire, Brass Finisher. 
Pet April 1. Birmingham, May 5 at 10. Sol East, Birmingham. 


Davidson, John, Acomb Forge, near Hexham, Northumberland, Butcher, 
Pet March 31. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, April 16 at 11. Sols Hodge & 
Harle, Newcastle-upon- 

Davis, Arthur, Stoulton, Kempsey, Worcestershire, J invarssaga Pet March 


20. Pershore, April 24 at 10. 30. Sol Wilson, W: 
; on Saltney, Chester, gaa Pet pegs 3l. Liverpool, 
a 


Sol Massey, 

Dod, Henry Sandford, 11 Moant-pleasnaty Clerkenwelt, Middlesex, Beer 
Retailer. Pet March 31. London, April 15 at 1. Sol Penerly, 19 
Lag eg ery. 

Draffin, J 10 Grove-terrace, York, , Photageaghoer. Pet March 31. 
York, Aj — 15 at Ll. Sol Mason, York. 

Earsdon, George James, Newcastle-upon- Builder. Pet March 3}. 
Newotste-npon- Tyne, April 16 at 11.30. Sols Daglish & Stewart, New- 

F heey Pate c 
‘0 . way, Carnarvonshire, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet 
March 31. Conway, April 14 at 11. Sols Reece Farrant, Thetetee. 

Gilbert, Henry, Gun-lane, Limehouse, Middlesex, Lodging-house Keeper. 
pe cons London, April 15 at 1.30. Sol "Davies, 9 Union-court, 


Green, Alfred, 6 Lower Phillimore-place, Kensington, Middlesex, Carver 
— oe Pet April3. London, April 23 at 11.30. Sol Earle, 29 


te 
G pper King-st, Norwich, Linen Pet 
an 18. 7g | reg Bs at 10. Sols Sole, Turner, b thar 


Aldermanb' ary or Miller, Son, & Brigg, ae. 
Hall, Richard, 71 Saint k, Working Jeweller, 
ay April 1 Via form pauperis). iaaten f ‘April 2 23 ‘at 41. Bol Aldridge. 





orcester, April 17 at it. Sol Wilson, Worcester. 

Hurst, Ambrose Maude, Moorgate-st-chambers, London, and 1 
villas, Dalston, Middlesex, Commission Agent. Pet March 25, 

‘apeil 8 at 2. . Sol Parkes, 11 Beaufort-bidgs, London. 

Jackson, John Wilson, Barton Cross-lane End, Barton, Lancashire, Stioe 
— Pet March 31. Preston, April 17 at 10,' Sol Blackhirst, 
Presto 

James, Frederick, Bricklayers’ Arms public-house, Charles-st, 
rd, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 29. London, April 15 


atl. Sol Beard, 10 Basinghall-st, 
James Taylor, Oxton-rd, Commission Agefit. ™ 
April 1. Birkenhead, April 16. at 10. Sol Ward, 

Jarvis, William, 83 New John-st West, Birmingham, Button 
facturer. March 20. Bi rmingham, May 5 at 10. Sols Jamés & 
Birmingham. 

, William, 101 rd-st, Pimlico, Foreman. Pet March 29, 


London, April 15 at 1. Poa. Hill, 10 Basinghall-st. 
Kup. 3 John James, 4 Amersham Vale- rd, New Cross- 
Pet March 28. London, April 15 at ns 
Basinghal-s -st. 


re Tee 
Knights, Bale, Harleston, Korte -~ pag Pet March 18, _ Norwich» 
A 14 at 12. Sol Chittock, Norwic! 


Machin, Joseph, 8 Dalton-st, Ganplant st, Manchester, Broker. Pet 
April 1. Manchester, Sonaee 29 at 9.30. Sol Dawson, Manchester. 

Mawby, Lawrence, Dogst! ao. Mr nenet S Butcher. Pet March 31. 

B... Ru Peterborough. 

Mitchell, George, iddlesex, in 
Fancy Goods. Pet March 3 at. Le London, April 15 at 12.30. Sol Waldron, 
69 Lamb’s Conduit-st, Middlesex. : 

Timber , Pe 
March 31 (in forma pauperis). London, "April at 1. oie 
Moorgate-st “ 
wanes James, 170 Mill-st, Toxteth-park, Liv ,. Grocer’s 
Pet March 31. Liverpool, April 24 at 3. Sol 
Pet April. London, April 23 at 10. Sols Preston & 
Grady, Standish rd, Lambeth, 8 
ot 'y, Sta: 15 Ken oS fi “ 
ts ona Senpeay inion Ah SR, a 
Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 
Payne, John, 36 Market-hill, Meer gg eS a Pet March 31. 
Payne, William Albert, 12 Great Queen-st Lincoln's. ti jorely 
‘ailor. Pet April 2. London, April 15 at 2. Sol Wi 
street. 
Piper, John, Ki te-st, Winchester, Innk: 
Mona at It es Besa eal, Kenaaee 
ant Thestée 106 Blever-bt, Old Manchester, J 
Plant, Thomas, 105 Slater-st, am- a r, Journeyman. 
Tennant, en 

Platt, Thomas, Lees, near Oldham, Butcher. Pet April 1. Ashton-under- 

‘ ag roa Med a Bd Rawtions, Manchester, Ke 
‘oole, John Evere un ersetshire, Surgeon. Re eg ls 
Exeter, April 17 at 12. Sol Smith, Bridgewater, or Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Pollock, James, 58 East nh} st, South Shields, To: ery Pet March 
27. South Shields, April 15 at 12, Sol Fenwick, North Shields, 

Price, Robert George, 11 Hampstead-st, Fitzroy-square, Middlesex, and 
Basingstoke, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 31. London, April 14 at 
12. Sol Shiers, 5 New-inn, Strand. 

Pughe, David, 16 Daulby-st, Liverpool, Book Keeper. Pet March 31. 
Liverpool, April 23 at 3, Sol Anderson, jie oe 

Pughe, James, 16 Daulby-st, Liverpool, Book Keeper. Pet March 31. 


Liverpool, April 23 at 3. Sol Anderson, Li ; 
Pullen, John, 25 Wharton-st, Pentonville, Attorney-at-Law. 
London, April 15 at 2. Sol Ald- 


Pet March 28 (in forma pauperis). 
ridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Roberts, Robert, 18 Eastbourne-st, Liverpool, Corn Dealer. Pet March 

21. Liverpool. April 17 at 3. Sol Grocott, Liverpool. 


Peterborough, April pad nw at 
B De Notting- hill, Mi 
Nash, John, 70 Vauxhall-walk, Lambeth, Surrey, 
Noakes, James Alexangr Foot-hill, Stanford Rivers, Farmer. 
13 
Pet March 31 (in forma pauperis). 
London, April 15 at 12. Sol Du 
April 23 at 1 Godwin & Pickett, 3 King’s 
March 27. Manchester, April 15 at 10. Sols A. & E. 


— Charles Frederick, 4 Bridge-avenue, Hammersmith, Professor 
Music. Pet April 1. London, April 23 at 1. Sol Poeun 19 
r, Poacna 
Schofield, William, Longsight, Lancashire, - Pet April 2, 
Manchester, April 16 at 12, Sol Welsh, Manchester. 
Scullard, George, Bere-hill-st, Whitchurch, Hants, Farmer. Pet March 
31. Andover, ril 14 at il. Sol Hollis, Winchester. 


Selke, _ Isidor, rmn-row, Tower-bit, Middlesex, 


Pet April 2. tsnlen April 23 at Ll, Sol Philb; Feocuurch balling. 
Shaw. oy George- st THalea, Manchester, Betther. Pet March 


rge- st 
cgitlfard, a 16 at 10. ” Sol Swann, Manchester. 
vock, nage Moor-st, Birmingham, Brass Caster. Pet i. 
Birming April 28 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. ana 
Skaif, John, 30 Bouverie-st, Fleet-st, London, eee Pet March 31, 
‘ age Pgh at 12. = pote bak 2 permondiy.  e 

mith, James, Dockh 
London, April 23 at fos ia Fy 


form4 pauperis). 
46 Moorgate-st 

Smith, Mary, 53 Gedling-st, Dockhead, Bermondsey. Pet April 1 
forma pauperis). London, April 23 at 10. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 
Moorgate-st. 


Smith, Thomas William, 6 Millstone-lane, Leicestershire, Architect. Pet 
March 29. Leicester, "april 15 at 10. Sol bmg oh Leicester. 

Surtees, iti 
April 2. ty 


Ponsett, near Shotley Bridge, Dur! 
Newcastle-upon-‘Tyne, April 16 at 1, 
Stewart, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. seoiies 
Swan, John Babbs, 7 John-st. Marylebone, mer, 
drm 4. London, April 15 at 1.30. Sol Clark, 2 pl, 





Tene, William Ree ‘1 Stucley- pa Cansden- -town, St. ‘Sememne 
Middlesex, Baker. Pet April 1. London, April 23 at 12. Sol Spiller, 
3 South-pl, Finsbury. 

Turner, James, Luton, Dyer. 


March 17, Luton, April 15 at 11. 


Varley, Thomas, Jane Lane, Catforth Quarter Woodplumpton, Lancashire, 
Preston, April 17 at 10. Sol Blackhurst, 


Shoemaker. Pet March 31. 
Preston. 

Way, Thomas, 18 Caroline-place, Haverstock-hill, Middlesex. Pet March 
81 (in form& pauperis). London, April 23 at 10. Sols Aldridge & 
Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Webster, John Thomas, late of Rose of Lee Public House, High-road, 
Lee, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 1 (in forma pauperis). 
London, April 29 at 11. So! Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Welfare, Henry, Cowden, Kent, Tailor. Pet April 2. East Grinstead, 
April16at 12. Sol Head, East Grinstead. 

Welsman, James, Ashill, Uffacher, Devonshire, Shoe Maker. 
31. Tiverton, April 14.at12. Sol Cockram, Tiverton. 

Wenban, Stephen, | Montrose-terrace, Camden-road, Tonbridge Wells, 
Journeyman Upholsterer. Pet March 31. Tonbridge ay April 14 
atl. Sols Howard, Halse, & Trustram, 66 Paternoster-ro’ 

Whitmore, Charles, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Pet. "March 31. 
Birmingham, April 14 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 

Willis, Elizabeth, Wood-st, Walthamstow, Essex, Baker, Widow. Pet 
April 1. London, April 28 at 10. Sols Digby & Sharp, 1 Circus-place, 
Finsbury. 

Wilson, Henry, 21 Canterbury-place, Lambeth-road, Surrey, Builder. 
Pet April 2. London, April 23 at 1.30. Sol Snell, 1 George-st, Mansion 
House, London. 

Worthy, Richard, 1 Meleombe-mews, Dorset-square, Marylebone, Mid- 
dlesex, Livery Stable Keeper. Pet April 1. London, April 23 at 12. 
Sols Harrison & Lewis, 6 Old Jewry. 

Yarnold, Thomas, 14 Bromsgrove-st, Kidderminster, Cabinet Maker. Pet 
March 22 (in form& pauperis). Worcester, April 16 at 10. Sol Batham, 
Kidderminster. 


Pet March 


Turspay, April 8, 1862. 

Aturidge, Edward, Beddington Corner, near Mitcham, Surrey, Assistant to 
a Publican. Pet April 1 (in form& pauperis). London, April 29 at 11. 
Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Ayshford, Francis Broom, Cock and Crown, Little Britain, London, As- 
sistant toa Brewer. Pet April 3 (in form& pauperis). London, April 
23 at 2.30. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Bailey, Frank, 7 Gainsford-st, Barnsbury, Middlesex, Ink Manufacturer. 
Pet April 4. London, April 23 at 1.30. Sol Digby, 90 Chancery-lane. 
Barnes, Richard Kettle, 1 Stamford-terrace, Swan-st, Dover-road, New- 
ington, Surrey, Surgeon. Pet April 7. London, April 23 at 12.30. 

Sol Silveston, 18 Great Dover-st. 

Bateman, John, Bury, Lancashire, Builder. Pet March 27, 
April 25 at 12. Sols Cooper & Son, Manchester. 

Battersly, Thomas, Worksop, Stone Mason. Pet April 5. Worksop, April 
19 at 2. Sol Clough, Worksop. 

Berry, John James, Cabbage-row, Sale Moor, Cheshire, Auctioneer. Pet 
April 3. Manchester, April 19 at 11. Sol Foulkes, Manchester. 

Betts, James Edward, Black Horse, Evelyn-st, Lower-road, Deptford, 
Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 3. London, April 23 at ll. Sol 
Sandom, 5 Duke-st, London Bridge 

, William, Thestly Field, near Rochdale, Horse Keeper. Pet April 
4. Rochdale, April 22 at 11. Sol Holland, Rochdale. 

Bowdon, James, 68 Virginia-terrace, Great Dover-st, Surrey, Trunk 
Maker. Pet April 1 (in forma pauperis). London, April 29 at 11. Sol 
Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Boyce, Cassius Daniel, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Plumber. 
King’s Lynn, April 21 at 11. Sol Beloe, King’s Lynn. 
Brabin, John, 108 Prince Edwin-st, Liverpool, Cattle Dealer. 

3. Liverpool, April 25 at 1. Sol Etty, Liverpool. 

Brightly, Alfred, Cock and Neptune, 27 Saint George’s-st, Ratcliffe, Mid- 
dlesex, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 4. London, April 29 at 12. Sol 
Fry, 6 ‘Dane’s-inn, Strand. 

Bull, Joseph, Hagger-lane, Walthamstow, Essex, Clothier’s Assistant. 
sd April 3. London, April 29 at 11.30. Sol Appleyard, 10 Symond’s- 
nn. 

Butler, John, Ash, Surrey, Farmer. Pet April 4. London, April 24 at 
1.30. Sol Muriess, Bedford-row. 

Pet 
Sol Baker, Bishop’s Stort- 


Manchester, 


Pet April 3. 
Pet April 


Cakebread, Daniel, Sambridgeworth, Hertfordshire, Timber Carter. 
April 3. Bishop’s Stortford, April 22 at 12. 
ford. 

Calvert, George, Moldgreen, Kirkheaton, Yorkshire, Carpenter. Pet April 
3. Huddersfield, April 24 at 10. Sol Bantoft, Huddersfield. 

Carver, John, Huddersfield, Bookseller. Pet March 28. Huddersfield, 
April 24 at 10. Sol Leadbeatter, Huddersfield. 

Cooke, John Bond, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hat Manufacturer. Pet April 
5. Neweastle-upon-Tyne, April 23 at 11. Sols Harle & Co., 20 South- 
ampton-buildings, London, and Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Colnaghi, Bernard Oswald, 4 Bouverie-st, London, and Acton, Middlesex, 
Publisher. Pet April 4. London, April 29 at 12. Sol Scott, 2 Verulam- 
buildings, Gray’s-inn. 

Cox, Henry, Storrington, Sussex, Blacksmith. 
April 22 at 12. Sol Goodman, Brighton. 

me, George, Heme] Hemypgtead, Hertfordshire, Iron Founder, Pet 
April 3. London, April23 at W430. Sol Poole, Bartholomew-close. 

Crowe, Wilsh, Middleton-upon-the-Wolds, Corn Miller. Pet April 7. 
Kingston-upon- Hull, April 30 at 12. Sols Bond & Barwick, 

Crow, Joseph, jun, B: i near Tadcast » Grocer. Pet. 
April 28 at 12. Sol Harle, Leeds. 

Cuthbert, John, Shropham, Norfolk, Builder. Pet April 3. Attleborough, 
April 24 at 2. Sol Walpole, Northwold. 

Davis, Richard, 5 Charlotte-place, Upper Grange-road, Bermondsey, Pork 
Ps ri Pet April 5. London, April 23 at 2.30. Sol Hill, Basing- 

st. 

Dawson, Mary, 36 Robert-st, Hampstead-road, Middlesex, Widow. Pet 
April 7. London, April 23 at 3. Sol Buchanan, 13 Basinghall-st. 

Devitt, John Furlong, Waterloo-st, Wolverhampton, Retailer of Beer. 
Wolverhampton, May 5 at 12. Sol Thurstans, Wolverhampton. 

Edgerton, William, Longton, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. 
April 4. Birmingham, April 26 at 12. 
Hodgson & Allen, Birmingham. 

Elliott, Henry, Worksop, Publican. Pet April 5. Worksop, April 19 at 
2. Sol Clough, Worksop. 


Pet April 3. ware 


” Tadcaster ’ 





Sols Young, Longton, and 





' Pet | 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL & REPORTER, Apru uuL 12, 1862, 





" Etheredge, Robert Philip, 17 Mapelece-plece, Guns. ’ Formenth. Pet 
March 31. Great Yarmouth, April 21 at 12. Sol Ferrier, Great Yar- 
mouth, 

Evans, John Lewis, Tean, Staffordshire, Corn Dealer. Stafford, April 15 
at 12, Sol Litchfield. 

Fenton, Lucy Emily, Clarence Hall, Clarence-st, Greenwich, Kent. Pet 
April 3. London, April 29 at 11. Sol Braddon, 5 Dane’s-inn, Strand. 
Firby, Charles, Leeds. Pet April4. Leeds, April 17 at il. Sols Upton 

& Yewdall, Leeds. 

Fysh, John Land, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Haberdasher. Pet March 28. 
London, April 29 at 12. Sol Jones, 15 Size-lane. 

Game, Frederick, Flowton, Suffolk, Farmer. Pet April 3. London, April 
23 at 12. Sols Parkes, 41 Bedford-row, and Josselyn, Ipswich. 

Glover, Josiah, Carlisle-st, Dresden, Trentham, Staffordshire, Stationer. 


Pet a 3. Stoke-upon-Trent, April 17 at 11. Sols E. & A. Tennant, 
Hanley. 
Pet April 5. Worksop, 
April 19 at 2. Sol Clough, Worksop. 
Halstead, Thomas, 4 Bistern-pl, Blackwall, Middlesex. 
London, April 23 at 2. Sol Holmes, 8 Southampton-st, Bloomsbury. 
Heathorn, George John, Tower-hill Brewery, Tower-rd, Aston juxta- 
Parry, Birmingham. 
Hodgson, James, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Pet April 2. Leeds, April 24 
Holmes, Thomas John, 20 Jeffery-st, Camden-town, Middlesex, Solicitor’s 
bldgs, London. 
Ingold, George, Bishop’s Stortford, Pump Maker. Pet April 5. Bishop’s 
Jay, Nicholas Bull, 6 Grove-villas, New-rd, Hammersmith, Mfddlesex, 
Assistant to a Silk Mercer. Pet April3. London, April 23 atl1l. Sol 
Jewell, Edmund Daniel, Henry-pl, Great Yarmouth, Clerk to.a Fishing 
Merchant. Pet April 4. Great Yarmouth, April 22 at 12. Sol Cham- 
Jones, Betsy Barrow, Whitchurch, Salop, Innkeeper. 
church, April 25 at 10. Sol Clay, Whitchurch. 4 
t 
March 27. Welchpool, April 19 at 1. mes, Welch) 
Lilly, John, 50 Chiswell-st, Finsbury, Middlesex, Clothier 7 Pet April 5. 
Lines, Edward Ashcroft, Birmingham, Painter and nag Pet April 3. 
Birmingham, April 28 at 12. Sol Smith, Birmingham 
mingham, April 28 at 12. Sol Neville, Birmingham. : 
Mahomed, Arthur Akhbar, 15 Seathormeeteak! Brighton. Pet April 3. 
MeNicholas, Patrick Rowan, Farm- -cottage, parade, Seacombe, 
Cheshire, Schoolmaster, Pet April4, Birkenhead, April 21 at 10. Sol 
Meiningen, Augustus James Ligonier, 7 King’s-ter, Bagnigge Wells-rd, 
Middlesex, Author. Pet April 3 (in forma pauperis). London, April 
Midgley, John, Manchester, Commission Agent. Pet March 29. Man- 
chester, April 25 at 11. Sol Leigh, Manchester. 
Keeper and Schoolmaster. Pet April4. London, April 23 at 2. Sols 
Nichols & Clark, 9 Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Wellington, April 
22 at 9. Sol James, Wellington. 
April 28 at 12. Sol Relph. Ulverston. 
Palfreyman, Thomas Bow, Middleton, Yorkshire, Beer Dealer. Pet April 
Parker, Harrington, 5} Pall Mall, Middlesex, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
Pet April 3. London, April 29 at 12. Sols Coverdale & Co, 4 Bedford- 
Parsons, Edward, jun, Ariscott, near Broseley, Salop, Farmer. Pet April 
2. Birmingham, April 28 at 12. Sol Andrews, Manchester. 
sex, Traveller and Commission Agent. Pet April 4. London, April 28 
atll. Sol Neale, York-row, Kennington-rd. 
forma pauperis). London, April 29 at 11, Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate- 
street. 
sex, Hatter. Pet April 4. London, April 23 at !2. Sol Bramwell, 
Southampton-bldgs. 
Pet April 4, 


Goacher, Robert, Woodsetts, Yorkshire, Farmer. 
Pet April 4, 
Birmingham, Brewer. Pet April 2. Birmingham, April 28 at 12. Sol 
at il. Sol Harle, Leeds 
Clerk. Pet April 3. London, April 23 at 1.30, Sol Bartley, 4 Bartlett’s. 
Stortford, April 22 at 1. Sol Baker, Bishop’s Stortford. 
Lewis, 22 Great Mariborough-st. 
berlain, Great Yarmouth. 
March 15. Whit- 
Jones, William, Trefnant, Guilsfield, oo os Welcupoe Farmer. 
0 
London, April 23 at 11. Sol Solomon, 22 Finsbury-pl. 
Maddocks, John, Moor-st, Burton- -upon-Trent, Builder. "Pet April 4. Bir- 
Brighton, April 24 at 11. Sol Lamb, Brighton. 
Marine- 
Grocott, "Liverpool. 
23 at ll. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 
Muir, John Saunders, 28 St James’s-st, Brighton, Sussex, Boarding-house 
Onions, George Enoch, Madeley, Salop. Pet April 4. 
Orrell, John, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancashire. Joiner. Pet April 3. Ulverston, 
4. Kingston-upon- Hull, April 23 at 12. Sol Naylor, Leeds, 
row, and Stamp & Jackson, Hult. 
Paton, William, Hope Cottage, Shrubland-rd, Queen’s-rd, Dalston, Middle- 
Pincott, James MarshalJ, 7 Waterloo-pl, Kew, Surrey. Pet April 1 (in 
Robins, George Lethhall, 1 Newman’s-row, Lincoln's-inn-fields, Middle- 
Roff, John, St Margaret’s Bank, Rochester, Carpenter. 


Rochester, April 22 at 1. Sol Silvester, 18 Great Dover-st. 
Russell, Samuel, Jenner-st, Coventry. Pet April5. Coventry, April 2% 
at 3. Sol Smallbone, Coventry. 
Scholes, Henry, Leavengreave, near Rochdale, Wheelwright. Pet April 5. 
Manchester, April 19 at 11. Sols J. & H. Standring, Rochdale. 
Shilton, Joseph, Derby, Draper. Pet April 3. Nottingham, April 30 at, 
11. Sols Gamble & Leech, Derby. 
Vial, John, Blackwater, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Grocer and Farmer. Pet 
— 29, Exeter, April 24 at 12. Sols Chilcott, Truro, or Pitts, 
xeter. 
Weeks, Edward Henry, 83 Thomas-st, een Confectioner. Pet April 2. 
Bristol, April 26 at 12. Sol Thick, Bristo 
Wells, Henry, Cockglode, Edwinstowe, arttinigheamsietees Butler. Pet 
April 5. Worksop, Aprii 19at 2. Sol Clough, Worksop, 
Westmoreland, Edward, Grey Friar’s-gate, Nottingham, Journeyman 
Machinist. Pet April 2. Nottingham, April 23 at 11. Sol Ashwell, 
Nottingham. 
Williams, Elijah, Cannon-st, Willenhall, Staffordshire, Mine Surveyor. 
Woiverhampton, May 5 at 12. Sol Cresswell, Willeuhall. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, April 4, 1862. 
McDonald, John Allen, late of 307 Oxtord-st, Middlesex, an Officer in her 
Majesty’s Army. March 27. 


Turspay, April 8, 1862. 


Hotel Keeper, April 3 


McNamara. Edward “1 ae Pavillion Hotel, North Woolwich, Kent, 
i 











